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1

IHTRODUCTION

EmEpose of the Supmative Report

The data presented in this report were collected from
434 families in six' of the 16 Rome Start sites operating in
the spring of 1974. The fauilies belong to one of three
groups, the Home Start group (192 families), the delayed-
entry control group (130 families), or the Head Start group
(112 fanilicp). All families entered the evaluation in fall

;:l

1973, when the Home Start nd Head Start families entered
their respective programs. The delayed-entry control group
will enter the Hone Star program in fall 1974. All of
these families were among the 556 families included in the
fall 1973 data collection, reported in Interim Re ort IV;
Summative Evaluation Results (1974)2. The fall ata serve as
a pcetest and the illliiTaata reported in this volume serve
as a seven month posttest for measuring the initial impact
of the Home Start program. Data collected in fall 1974 will
serve as a 12 month posttest and findings will be reported
in Interim 1:1.eport VI, scheduled for February 1975.

The overall purpose of the summative evaluation is to-
assess the impact of the Home Start program on enrolled
families, using,the control and Head Start families as,
reference groups/ The summative evaluation is one pafi of
a three part evaluation; the other major parts are formative
evaluation examining program services and costs, and an in-
formation system describing changes in the overall program
staff, families, and services over cumulative three month
intervals. Results of these evaluation efforts are presented
in separate volumes of this report.

'The six sites include: Huntsville, Alabama; Dardanelle,
Arkansas; Wichita, Kansas; Cleveland, Ohio; Houston, Texas;
and Parkersburg, West Virginia.

2Throughout this volume, the abbreviated title 'Interim Report
IV" is used to designate the summative volume of that report.
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The sumnative report and the supporting statistical
analyses have two specific purposes:

To assess the impact of the Home Start program
on-families after their first seven months of
enrollment;

To describe the characteristics and assess the
quality of measures used to collect summative
data.

The resulting information will be used to formulate recommen-
dations, first, for improving the existing Home Start program,
and second, for planning future home-based piograms.

Overview of the National Home Start Program

Home Start is a program for disadvantaged preschool
children and their families which is funded by the Office
of Child Development, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. The program started in March of 1972 and has
been funded for a three-year demonstration period. Home
Start is a home-based program providing Head Start-type
comprehensive (nutrition, health, education, and social and
psychological) services to low-income families with 3-5 year
old children. What is meant by a home-based program is that
services are provided in the family-home rather than in a
center setting.

A unique feature of Home Start is that it builds upon
existing family strengths and assists parents in their role
as the first and most important educators of their own
children.

The primary purpose of.the Home Start demonstration
program is to obtain information on various approaches to .

home-based services. These data are expected to be of
critical importance in assessing the cost-effectiveness of
the home-based approach as compared with other approaches
or systems of providing similar services. It is also
anticipated that the demonstration will produce a legacy
of information, materials, and trained people experienced
in implementing home-based models.

The Hone Start program has four major objectives, stated
in the national Guidelines:

to involve parents directly in the educational
development of their children;

10
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to help strengthen in parents their capacity
for facilitating the general development of
their own children;

to demonstrate methods of delivering compre-
hensive Head Start-type services to children
and parents (or substitute parents) for whom
a center-based program is not feasible;

to determine the relative costs and benefits
of center- and home-based comprehensive early
childhood development programs, especially in
areas where both types of programs are feasible.

Presently 16 Home Start programs, funded by the Office
of Child Development, are in operation. Each program receives
approximately $100,080 for a 12-month period and serves
about 80 families. Families are-included-from a wide-variety -

of locales and with different ethnic and cultural backgrounds--
including white, black, urban, rural, Appalachian, Eskimo,
Navajo, migrant, Spanish-speaking, and Oriental. Several
programs are using television programs (such as Ca tain
Kangaroo, Sesame Street, and the Appalachia Educat onal
Laboratory's Around-the Bend) as part of their educational
component.

The Home S:art program staff consists primarily of
"home visitors," who visit the homes of enrolled families
once or twice a week. In addition to working with tbe mother
on the child's development, a home visitor discusses good
nutrition, health problems, and social and psychological
needs of the children and the families. When needed, home
visitors or other program staff refer families to community
agencies for specialized services.

Families enrolled in Home Start also participate in
group activities or meetings on specific topics, such as
parent effectiveness or health, for example, and take field
trips to agencies which are of interest to the families.
Each program has a policy-making counal which sets policy
for the local Home Start program, in which enrolled families
participate.

Further information on the Rome Start program can be
found int

"The Home Start Demonstration Program: An Overview"
(February, 1973), Office of Child Development. This
booklet acquaints the reader with the overall Home
Start program as well as introducing the 16 indivi-
dual projects.

11
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The National Home Start Evaluation Flan: fall 1973 to
fall 1974 (August, 1973) outlines-the essential features
of the Home Start evaluation activities scheduled for
the first 12 months of the formal evaluation phase.

"A Guide for Planning and Operating Home-Based Child
Development Programs," (June, 1974), Office o.f Child
Development. Based on the 16 Home Start projects,
this guide details what is involved in planning and
opera*ing a home-based child development program.

"The National Home Start Evaluation: Interim Report
'I," (August, 1972), Interim Report II, (July, 1973),
Interim Report III, (August, 1973), Interim Report IV,
(June, 1974), prepared for the Office of Child Develop-
ment by the High/Scope Educational,Research Foundatioh
and Abt Associates, Inc. These reports are based on
six-month intervals of data collection and-cover the
following areas: program analyses, summative evaluation
results, case studies, and cost analyses, and are
available from ERIC.

Overview of the National Home Start Evaluation

The national Home Start evaluation is intended to answer
the following questions which relate to future program
planning in the Office of Child Development:

Are Nome Start program guidelines being followed
in terms of the kinds of families and staff in-
volved in the program, and the kinds of services
provided?

Do families in Home Start for one year achieve
greater progress toward program objectives than
similar ;amines not in none Start?

Do Home Start children achieve the same develop...*
mental gains as Head Start children?

What are the costs associated with Home Start anct
Head Start program operations?

The evaluation design incorporates three distinct
components: the formative evaluation, the summative evalua-
tion and the information system. The three are complementary
ways of viewing the effects of Home Start. While all sites
participate in the formative evaluation and information
system, only six, selecued as being representative of the
rest of the programs, are involved in the summative evaluation.

4
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Formative evaluation. Formative evaluation yields in-
formation that helps -Rformu programs as they are being
developed by local program personnel. As conceived in Home
Start, this type of evaluation consists of case atudies (or
narrative descriptions of each of the 16 programs) which are
distributed to program staff and other interested persons
to promote a continuous exchange of information. The case
studies include a wide.range of information about each pro-
gram such as staff model* staff training* family needs* pro-
gram-goals* objectives and plans, instructional content areas,
kinds of services provided, expenditure patterns and donated
services and administrative organization,. Information for
individual program case studies is obtained by a trained in-
terviewer who visits each program site te interview local
administrators* directors* staff* and parents. During the
formal evaluation phase, which began in-fall 1973, case studies
and updates are scheduled for each fall and spring for the
six summative aites and each spring for the rest of the sites.

Summative evaluation. Summative evaluation, the second
component, is intended t °summarize" the overall effectiveness
of a program after completion of one or more years of opera-
tion. Two features characterize this kind of evaluation in
the Home Start program. First* there are "before-and-after"
measurements of parent and child performance along criteria
provided in the Home Start Program Guidelines. The measures
used for the evaluation includes

Preschool Inventory

Denver Developmental Screening Test

Schaefer Behavior Inventory

nigh/Scope Home Environment Scale

8-Block Sort Task

Parent Interview

Child Food Intake Questionnaire

Height and Weight Measures

Pupil Observation Checklist

Mother Behavior Observation Scale

13
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Second, there is a randomly assigned, delayed-entry
"control" group who will not enter the Home Start program
until after they have participated in one complete cycle of
fall and spring testing. Outcomes for these children, who
have not yet experienced Home Start, can then be compared
with the outcomes for Home Start participants who have re-
ceived full benefits. Control group children will receive
a full year-of Home Start benefits after their "control"
year is finished.

"Before-and-after" measurements are scheduled each October
and May through the three-year program. Local programs were
given a full year to become operative, during which time the
summative evaluation was limited to a pilot tryout of pro-
cedures. Data from the second and third years will be used
to assess the impact of the national program. Data are
gathered by locally hired community interviewers who travel
to Michigan twice each year for special training.

Information system._ An information system, designed to
gather basic statistics about each of the 16 programs, forms
the third component of the national evaluation. Information
is gathered on family and staff characteristics, services
provided to families, and program financial expenditures.
These statistics are needed to help local and national staff
make better administrative decisions, to assist in the inter-
pretation of summative evaluation outcomes, and to serve as
input to the cost-effectiveness Analysis of the Home Start
program which is scheduled for the last year of program
operation. The necessary information is gathered by local
program staff members as part of their routine record-keeping
activities; then the information is summarized into quarterly
reports which are sent to national staff.

14
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I I

METHODS: 1973 - J974 SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

The spring 1974 summative design and procedures are sum-
marized in this section, including the experimental design,
family selection, measurement battery, data collection, data
reduction and statistical analysis. Further information
can be found in Interim Reports If III and IV. Section
II of Interim Report I presents the rationale for the selec-
tion of the measures used in the fall 1972 data collection.
Interim Report II presents the results from fall 1972 data.
Interim Report III presents the results from spring'1973
as well as a detailed evaluation plan for the entire fall
1973 to fall 1974 period. Interim Report IV presents the
characteristics of the summative sample and the results
from the fall 1973 data. A field procedures manual is pre-
sented in Appendix A of Interim Rdport IV.

Basic Design

This evaluation is based on a pre- and post-test
design. Last fall, outcome measures were administered to
three separate groups of families, all having children.
The experimental group consists of families that entered
Home Start in fall 1973. A delayed-entry.control grout)
consists of families entering Home Start in fall 1974, but
ifientified for inclusion in the evaluation in fall 1973.
Families from both groups were recruited at the same time
and randomly assigned to one group or the.other. A
comparison group consists of families with children enrolled
in Head Start programs located in the same sites as Home
Start programs. Families were not randomly assigned tO
this group, but a subsample was randomly selected from
naturally existing Head Start groups. All families who
remained in the sample were retested.in the spring, approxi-
mately seven months after the administration of the goretest.

Sample

The battery of outcome measures was administered
to families in six Home Start sites: Huntsville, Alabama;
Dardanelle, Arkansas; Wichita, Kansas; Cleveland, Ohio
Houston, Texas; and Parkersburg, West Virginia. Decisions
about sites to be included were based on judgments about
their representativeness as well as on certain practical
considerations. A nonrandom procedure was'adopted at this

7



stage because there were compelling reasons for not including
certain sites; among these were site start-up delays, cultural
incompatibility of the measures, family migration, and
geographic isolation.

. Last fall, an attempt was made to include 40 families
in each of the three treatment groups in sites that recruited
a sufficient number of families. In most sites 40 was the
maximum nualber of the Home Start openings available. All
40 were included in the fall 1973 measurement to ensure that
a sufficient number would be available for measurement this
spring, after normal attrition occurred. No attempt was made
to replace families from any of the three groups leaving
the evaluation during the year, since.no entering measures
would be available from replacement families to serve as
a base for assessing change. Out of the original 556
families tested last fall, 434 remained in the spring
sample.

In order to be eligible for the evaluation in the fall,
Head Start children in any site were supposed to be the same
age as the entering Home Start children from that...site, come
from the same geographical regions and not have any prior
preschool experience. It was not always possible, however
to meet these criteria. For example, Home Start usually
served more counties within a region than Head Start;
Head Start children had to live near a road, within busing
distance of a center; and Head Start programs were three-year
programs in some sites and therefore started the children at
a younger age than Home Start.

Random assignment of families to the experimental and
control groups, and random selection of families where more
than 40 were-available for a group, were performed by staff
at the High/Scope Foundation using family rosters submitted
by the Home Start and Head Start projects. Families were
stratified by home visitor before random selection to ensure
a workablematchbetween families and available openings in
each pro.,ect. Non-English speaking families and families
with handicapped children have not been included in this
evaluation.

Analysis of the entering data from iall 1973 indicated
that the randomization process had bgiten successful:
comparisons of the Home Start and control groups revealed
almost no significant differences in demographic _characteris-
tics, child scores or parent measures. Attrition from fall
to spring has not seriously affected the nature of the
samples. Examination of the whole score results of families
who remained in the sample compared to those who dropped
out indicated no systematic differences between these two
groups. The same was true for analyses made by group and by
site so it appears that the success of the random sampling
has been maintained.
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Measurement Battery

Eleven measures were in the battery, including two
children's tests, two child rating scales completed by
adults, one mother rating scale completed by the community
interviewer, three parent questionnaires,,a parent-child
interaction measure, and child height and weight. A list
of the measures follows:

Preschool Inventory

Denver Develophental Screening Test

Child 8-Block Task

Schaefer Behavior Inventory

Fupil Obsrlrvation Checklist

High/Scope Home Environment Scale

Mother Behavior Observation Scale

Parent Interview

Child Food Intake Questionnaire

8-Block Sort Task

Height and Weight

These eleven measures have been broken down into 59
variables which are relevant to the change analysis. Figure
II-1 presents a matrix of these variables and the Home
Start goals which they are intended to assess.

17
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Figure J.Y. 1
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Figure II-1

VARIABLES TO ASSESS kOTHER GOAL AREAS
(continued)
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The full battery was given to families in all three groups.
Further descriptions of each of the measures are presented
in Chapter IV. and,4n each of the previous reports.

6
Data Collection

The battery of measures was administered to families
at the six sites by community interviewers, hired locally
at each site and tfained in Michigan for five days before
the data collection began. There were four community inter-
viewers in each site having a Head Start project, and two
or three in each of the other two. In addition, each site
had a locally hired and specially trained site coordinator
who assisted in training, monitoring, and scheduling the
community interviewers.

In all six sites, data collection started in the first
week in May, immediately following the training workshops.
Family appointments and assignments of families to community
interviewers for the first two weeks were set up in advance
of the workshop by the site coordinators. A site coordinator,
accompanied each community interviewer on her first admini-
stration of each measure, to ensure that the proper procedures
were followed. When necessary, additional training was
provided to community interviewers before they were permitted
to visit another family. During the third and fourth week
of data collection, site monitors from High/Scope and Abt
Associates accompanied each community interviewer on one visit
to determine whether field procedures were being properly
followed. Site coordinators accompanied comkunity interviewers
on visits each week that the monitors were not on site, visiting
some Home Start families, some control families, and the Head
Start centers in sites having them. No family was scheduled
to have more than one visit by either a monitor or site coordinator.

The test battery was administered by the community inter-
viewer in two or more visits for 85% of the Home Start families,
72% of the control families, and 57% of the Head Start families.
Testing was done in the home for Home Start and control
families, and in the, Head Start centers for comparison children.
Families were assigned to community interviewers randomly in 6 6

urban sites, and by geographic region in rural sites to reduce
eosxs. Although a special effort was made to see that each
community interviewer had an equal number of Home Start, control,
and Head Start families, in many cases families were not equally
distributed.

Community interviewers forwarded all data collected each
week to the site coordinators. The site coordinators logged
all the completed measures and checked them for completeness
and obvious scoring errors. Following this review, the
site coordinator met with community interviewers or called
them as necessary to correct discrepancies. The site co-
ordinators then forwarded data to Abt Associates each week
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for more thorough quality review before they were sent to
the High/Scope Foundation for coding and analysis.

Data Reduction

The data were reduced to machine readable form by the
High/Scope Foundation data processing staff, following a
series of fixed steps. Data for each testing visit were
kept in separate envelopes for each family. These
envelopes had a pre-printed checklist of tests which the
community interviewer used to indicate which tests were
administered at the testing session. Staff from Abt Associates
verified that the envelopes contained all tests indicated
on the checklists, examined the tests to insure.that correct
testing procedures were followed and forwarded the data,
still in the individual envelopes to High/Scope. At
High/Scope the envelopes were opened and the contents again
verified against the checklist.- Gummed labels.with the
child's name and family number were then attached to each
test in the envelope and to the envelope itself. The labels

-had been printed by a computer using a file containing a
roster of all families in the evaluation. The use of
gummed labels eliminated the possibility of transcription
errors in the family identification number. The envelope
was then used as a source document.for updating the testing
monitoring file. The family number and codes for the tests
administered were entered into a computer program which
verified the family number and recorded on the testing
monitoring file which tests were administered to the family
during the visit. The program checked to ensure that none
of the tests had been previously entered and warning mes-
sages were printed if any attempt was made to enter a test
more than once. The envelopes were then filed in
alphabetical order by site.

The tests were then scored and verified by High/Scope
data processors and filed in batches by test type to await
recording. When a sufficiently large batch of tests was
accumulated, the tests were recorded on magnetic tape cassettes
using a Texas Instruments model 733 data terminal. When
the batch was completed the data were transmitted via
telephone lines to disk files at the University.of Michigan
Computing Center. The data were then printed and the printouts
manually verified against the test protocols. Errors were
noted, corrected, and re-verified.

When the testing was completed and all tests had been
scored, recorded and verified the files containing the test
data were entered into a computer program for further
verification. The program matched each test against the
testing monitoring file to ensure that the family number was
valid, that the test was coded as having been administered and
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that no test was recorded more than once. The program then
coded the testing monitoring file to indicate which tests
had been recorded for each child. Using the testing moni-
toring file and the file containing the test data, a
computer program prepared filler records for those families
having missing data. This procedure ensured that each test
had the same number of records, thereby facilitating
computer processing of the data.

Even though all of the data had been verified the next
step in processing was to use 92MPAO.';:.PKogXazils...t.o..-erform...all-- --
possible mechanical checks on the data. These checks included
range-of-values checks, record leggth checks and.sequence
checks. After all the machine chebks had beenjilade, a random
sample of about 10% of the total 4:amines was taken)
the test data for these families were printed and again
re-verified to obtain an estimate of the percentage of
data that could still contain errors. The error rate for the
re-verified data was found to be .0828% which means that
there could be one error remaining for every 1/200 data
points:

Next,working files compatible with available statistical
programs were prepared. Up until this point the data files
were kept separated by test, but to allow for intercorrela-
tional analysis it was necessary to build a master file
containing all the data. As each test was added to the master
file, a positive check was made to ensure that data added
were in the proper sequence and lined up by family with the
master file.

At this stage many items had not been scored "pass" or
"fail," nor had subtotals or totals been computed for the
various measures. Another file was created to contain the
item pass/fail scores, subtotals, and totals, all computed
from the first file. At this point, decisions were made
about how many items had to be present in order to arrive at
a valid score for each measure, and the data for certain
families were recorded as missing when necessary so they
would be excluded from the later statistical computations.
One of several computer scoring procedures was_then_
used to calculate the scores for valid cases.

Statistical Analysis

As soon as data were transferred to the working files
the statistical analyses began. Basically four categories
of analyses were performed:
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First, the number of families and children, missing
data, conditions of testing, and other information
related to data quality were compiled. These analyses
and their results are described in Chapter III.

Second, item analyses were performed for individual
measures, such as item response distributions, item
percent passing, internal consistency reliability
(alpha), item intercorrelations, principal com-
ponents.factor. analyses'and*fdIl-spring,psychometric
analyses. These are described in Chapter IV.

Third, analyses of whole scores were performed, such
as total score means, total score standard deviations,
correlations betWeen total scores, and factor analyses
of all total scores in the battery. These are described
in Chapter IV and V.

Fourth, analyses of fall-spring change scores
and analyses of covariance were performed to
identify differences between Home Start, control
and Head Start children. Chapter VI describes
the results of analyses of program effects.

All statistical computations were performed via terminals
connected to the IBM 360/67 computer at the University of
Michigan. The basic statistical package used for most file
manipulations and descriptive statistical calculations was
the Michigan Interactive Data Analysis System (MIDAS)
developed at the Statistical Research Laboratory of the Uni-
versity of Michigan and documented in MIDAS (FoX and
Guire, 1973). Additional programs ,,Jre used for specialized
tasks such as computing ages, screening for certain cases
or data codes not possible in MIDAS, test scoring and item
analyses, and the various other computer operations that were
needed. Most of these programs were written by High/Scope
Foundation staff and consultants. Factor.analyses were
performed using program FACTOR, documented in Veldman
(1967). This program computes a principal components
analysis and image analysis with a varimax rotation, and
allows-for missing data through the-use of a-missing-data
intercorrelation subroutine. All factors whose roots exceed
the eigenvalue cutoff of 1.0 are presented in the tables
of factor loadings, unless reported otherwise.
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III

DATA QUALITY

Vrie discussion of the quality of the Home Start data is
organized in three sections.

The first section focuses on changes that were made this
spring to the fall 1973 field operations design and on the
quality of the data collected in the spring. The second
section discusses sample attrition that occurred from fall to
spring and characteristics of the families sampled in the
spring. The last section discusses the measurement battery
in terms of length, missing data, parental reactions and
testing conditions. All three sections provide comparisons
of the quality of the data collected this spring with the
fall 1973 data.

rield Operations

Field Organization

The following chart shows the field organization established
for the data collection and coordination of testing visits for
five of the six summative sites during the spring of 1974. A

Coordinator of
Field Operations

AAI

Overall responsibility for
field operations during the

10 springsupervising both
site coordinators and
community interviewers

1 site Coordinator
per Site AO

305 communitY
interviewers
per Site

2 4
16

(Monitoring of testing
visits on site.

Responsible for coordination
of site operations, scheduling
of test visits, monitoring and
review and logging of test
materials.

(Data collection



different arrangement was made in Cleveland, Ohio because of a
significant decrease in the number of families to be tested. In
Ohio, the former site coordinator and one of the community inter-
viewers became responsible for all on-site operations. They
monitored each other's testing performance weekly.

Recruitment of Fieid Staff

There was no change in procedures followed during the
fall of 1973 to recruit field staff for the evaluation.
Procedures are outlined in detail in Chapter III ef the
Summative Evaluation Interim Report IV, June 1974. Staff
attrition between fall and spring remained approximately the
same as for the previous period (36.8% for the period spring-
fall 1973 and 37.5% for the fall-spring 1974 period). There
was no attrition during the course of testing, although one
community interviewer frcm Texas accepted an additional part-
time position, which meant that the site coordinator did some
testing. See Table III-1 for the number of children, by
group within site, tested by each community interviewer and
the one site coordinator.

Training

Three types of training were conducted during the spring
at Camp High/Scope in Clinton, Michigan:

One-day site coordinator training in field procedures
and logistics as outlined in the spring 1974 Field
Procedures Manual;

Three-day training of trainers (including the site
coordinators who were involved in the training as
co-trainers); and

Six-day community interviewer training in the revised
measurement battery and field procedures to be followed
on site.

During the spring, trainees were grouped by experience
level for the first time. Prior to the training conference
individual testing profiles had been prepared on the basis
of monitoring and performance evaluations in the fall to
enable trainers to individualize training as much as possible.
In addition to grouping trainees by experience level, trainers
were assigned to groups on a rotating basis rather than work-
ing with one group for the entire six-day conference. This
rotation of trainers and co-trainers permitted trainees to be
involved in various training techniques used by the trainers
and allowed more than one trainer to evaluate the performance
of community interviewers.
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Community interviewers who joined the-field:.staff_fok.the,
first time in the spring were provided,with.an opportunity:to-:,
visit with families in the Clinton area who)lad
old child for a practice session on the Preschool Inentoy,. the
Denver Developmental Screening Test, the.8-Slockl6rt,Ti-Sk,and-
the two Parent Interviews. 1

In addition to the summative measurement ,battervand:fiil
procedures, community interviewers were trained in the Pgnaq
Vlsit Observitin Ingtrumentr'Training procedures an4,pi.oble14.:.'s
areas with this instrument are discussed in the Pieg*,arVAnAita*
volume of this report.

During the course of the training conference;.6:nUMbeio
scoring and administration procedures were clarified foaW,
of the measures. A memorandum outlining these elarificitioni*
is included in Appendix A.

In

The measurement battery was changed slightly for the fall.
data collection effort. Changes on each of the measurements
are discussed in subsequent chapters.

Testing and Interviewing

In all sites, site coordinators were responsible for
scheduling testing visits to families prior to,the training
conference in order to enable ccmnunity interViewers to start
testing immediately following the training conference. 'This
was especially important since the Preschool InventorkAPSI) and,
Denver Development Screening Test (DDST) data were to be .collected
exactly at 31-week intervals for all children. Due to.d
change in the order of instrument administration, ii was not
possible to collect the Height and Weight data exactly 31.
weeks from the previous data collection for each child.
During the first visit in the spring, the Height and Weight
was administered along with the PSI; it had been coupled with
the DDST on the second visit in the fall.

1Because of additions to the Parent Interview, the interview
form was divided into two parts to avoid one lengthy interview.
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Order of instrument administration. Community interviewers
were iiitiibted to follow the order of instrument administration
noted below. They were permitted, howevervto modify it if
circumstances made it necessary.

First Visit

Preschool-Inventory - Focal
Beight and Weight - Focal
Parent Interview I -
Schaefer Behavior Inventory
Food Intake Questionnaire

4 Home Environment Scale

Second Visit

Child and Sibling
Child and Sibling

Focal Parent
-4ocal.Pareni
- Focal Parent
- Focal Parent

,e;

Denver Developmental Screening Test Focal.Child
8-Block Sort Task - Focal Parent and Child
Parent Interview II - Focal Parent

Following Visits 1

Tester Logs. .

Mother BehaVior Observation Scale
Pupil Observation Checklist

Time between testing. To ghorten the testing period from
16 weeks in the fall to 10 weekS in the spring, families tested
after the first of December were visited during thelabt Week
of the spring data collection period. Table 111-2 shows the
percent of families in each of the three groups. (Home Start,
control group and Head Start) that were adlinistered the PSI
and DDST exactly 31 weeks following the fall testing. Table
111-3 shows the mean number of weeks between testing.of the
PSI.

Although 59 PS/'s and 88 DDST's were not collected on
schedule, only 22 PSI's and 35 DDST's were administered more
than one week late.

Unsuccessful visits. During the spring, there was a
slight drop in the number of unsuccessful visits that were'
made to families (202 in the fall comparEd with 157 unsuccessful
visits in the spring). This decrease is partially the result-of
a decrease in the total number of families that were tested during
the spring. The first figure in each column in Tabld 111-4 shows
the total number of unsuccessful visits that were,made by site to
each of the three family groups. The second figure represents the
total number of families in each of the three groups to which
unsuccessful visits were made. Five families were dropped from the
spring evaluation because three or more unsuccessful misits to the
family were made.* In the fall, 12 families were dropped from the
sample for these reasons.
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Problem areas. One of the major problems encountereei
during the spring was locating control group families and
setting up appointments for testing visits. A number of pro-
grams had not been in touch with these families si.co tht fall,
and it was often difficult to obtain current addresses for
families that had moved. Site coordinators worked with welfare
agencies, telephone, gas and electric companies, and former
neighbors of the family to obtain a current address. Their
efforts were not always successful, however, as is shown
In Table III-ll:Reasons for Non-partiCipation in the Evaluatioh.

There was a significant increase in the-problems with the
recording of the 8-Block Sort Task. A total of 21 tapes could'
not be coded for the following reasons: tape was blank; poor
testing conditionsil mother teachin4 part was partially or
completely in Spanish. While the latter two problems are
beyond the control of the testers, at the training conference
emphasis will be placed on proper recording procedures and
machine usage in order to reduce the number of uncodeple
tapes.

A revised procedure of obtaining food intake information
on Head Start children was followed during the spring. A
simplified Food Intake Questionnaire was sent to the Head
Start programs to be completed by the teacher or aide respon-
sible for eating with the children one day in advance of the
testing visit. On the form teachers or aides were asked to
record the types and amounts of food each child in-the sample
ate. While the programs were called two days in advance of
the testing visit to remind them to collect this information,
50% of the programs failed to do so. In centers where the
forms were not completed. community interviewers had to inter-
view staff for this information as was done fn the fall.
Frequently, teachers and aides could recall ehe types of food
eaten but not quantities.

1Poor testing conditions consisted primarily of more than one
adult teaching the task to the child and active participation
of siblings during the teaching session. Both of these make
it impossible to code the interactions of focal parent with
focal child.
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Spring Schedule

Although plans called for completing the entire field
operations by July 5, the final,data collection was not com-

. pleted until mid-July. The time schedule followed for the
spriag field operations is noted below:

March 25-26 &
April 10-11

April 15-19
April 18-19
April 19-21
April 21-27
April 29- May 10
April 13-24
July 5
July 12

Recruitment of field staff

Site start-up and preparation
Site coordinator training
Training of trainers
Community interviewer training

- Start-up testing
- Monitoring visits
- 99% of data.collected
- All data collection complete

Monitoring Data Collection

Site coordinators were again responsible for monitoring
each community interviewer during the first two weeks of testing.
During this period, each community interviewer was accompanied
on her first testing visit of the week and was given technical
assistance if needed prior to being allowed to test without
supervision. Following the two weeks of start-up testing, the
site coordinator or site monitor (who visited the site during
weeks 3 and 4 of the evaluation) monitored community inter-
viewer performance weekly.

Inter-judge reliability of scoring. Inter-judge reliability
of scoring between community interviewers and site coordinators
increased on both the PSI and DDST. Table III-5, shows a com-
parison of fall, and spring inter-judge reliability figures.

7

Table III-5

COMPARISON OF FALL-SPRING
INTER-JUDGE RELIABILITY

Instrument Fall 1973 Spring 1974 Spring Range

PSI 95.6% 97.9% 96.1 - 99.5%

DDST 95.1% 95.5% 91.3 - 97.8%
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On the Preschool Inventory., 56.9% of the scoring discre-
pancies were in the actual scoring of the child's reiponsel
26.5% in indicating whether or not the child's response was
verbal; and 16.6% in writing in the child's verbal reSponse
in the margin. The discrepancies were fairly evenly'distri-
buted among PSI items.

On the Denver Developmental Screening Test, there were
only two items on which inter-judge reliabi,lity waS low:
Items #18 and #19_Porward Heel-to-Toe Walk (29.8% of.discre-
paficies) and Backward Heel-to-Toe Walk (25% of discrepancies).
The reason for the discrepancies is that the community,inter--
viewer is in e more advantageous position to see child movements .

than the site coordinator.

On the 8-Block Sort Task, discrepancies in inter-judge
reliability of community interviewers and site coordinators
averaged 2.7 placements per 8-Block administration.: This is
a significant deCrea'se in discrepanciei since the fall.(4.5 -

placements per 8-Block administration). Half (50.0%) of'the
discrepancies were in placements the focal parent made,,and

-

46.6% in child placements. The remaining 3.6% of the
discrepancies were -errors in recording the chiles final
placement (If%) and punishments (0.9%).

Measurement administration errors. ;n addition to pre-
senting statistics on inter-judge reliability of community
interviewers and site coordinators in terms of scoring, it
is equally important to review measurement administration
errors since they affect data quality to the same extent.
As shown in Table 111-6, there was a meaningful decrease in
-the average number of administration errors for each of the
measures. In addition to indicating fall and spring averages
for each measure, Table 111-6 shows site ranges and the total
number of administrations for each measure that were monitored.

The type of administration errors made on each of the
instruments can he broken down by error category. Noted
in Tables 111-7 to 111-9 are percentages of the total number
of administration errors for each of the categories. Table
111-7 presents the breakdown of administration errors for
the PSI and the DDST, Table 111-8 for the""P-Block, and
Table 111-9 for the parent questionnaires"and the Height
and Weight. Areas of concern which need special attention
during subsequent training sessions are underlined.

30

22



.11.

The Spring Sample_

Family Attrition from Fall to Spring

Table III-10 shows the attrition for.Home Start:and control
families by site since last spring. Figures ard'oniy.reported
for those faMilies iimmdtive evaluation'
last fall. The figures in parentheses iepredent*the total 'nxiMber
of families dropped by group,ind by Site. The.reasbns'for non-
pattipipation are presented in Table.III-11:

The attrition figures foi Home Start,fsmilies are 35-.8%
fewer than total familytterminations:reported in:the.q4rterlyr
information system,for'the seme period (Oct. 1-4Une 30)." The
lower attrition of test families is prifilarily due to,special
enrollment guidelines issued for the-six-summative sites by the
Office of Child Development in order to keep.enrdllient 'of test
families as stable as poisible.

Tables 111-12 through 111-14 compare by groupp, the:whole
score variables Of the children who remained in thespang.sample
versus those who dropped out. Table III-15 makei.the sane
comparisons for those Home Start children who remained in the
spring sample versus the control group children, who remained in.
The number of significant differences were so few that we can
conclude that there were no systematic differences between
children who remained in the sample and those who dropped out.
Similar comparisons by site also failed to show any systematic
differences.

Characteristics of Families Sampled

Table 111-16 presents the number, age and sex of focal
children and their siblings involved in the evaluation for
the total sample and the three groups by site. In,addition,
the table shows the average number of focal children and
siblings per family.

This spring there were 434 focal children in the Home
Start evaluation ranging in age from 38' months to 78 months.
The mean age was 54.3 months; 84.2% of the children were in
the 4- to 5-year-old bracket. Children from Alabama had the
highest mean age (58.5 months) and Ohio thedowest (48.3 months).
Although the site means differed by.as much as 10 months,
age differences between groups rangel only two months, with
Home Start and Head Start generally younger (54.3 and 53.4
months) than controls (55.2). This corresponds to the data
from last fall when the total sample was an average of seven
months younger.

Iff
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, There were 56 siblings in thie spring's evaluatiOn-4!23 .

from the control group and 36 from Home Start. AHeid,Start.
siblings were not tested because testing.sessione'weregen-
erally held at the Head Start centers.). .Thesiin(*tanged
in age from 37 to 76 months'with-a mean age of".:58:4;.m9ilths,
which is approximately six months higher,than the:IP!.MW age
last fall. Site,differences in sibling age werec-eireh. larger_
than for the focal childrenr Arkansas children Werethe --

youngest (mean age:Of 47.0) while:OhiO:siblings'ehaWedfthe..
highest mean (68i0 months)._ dionp:sdifferences-inmean'age
were considerably qmalleri with Home:Stert eibiinge havin
a mean age of 59.3 months and tfie.tontrbl,grb4p,56:6.mont1is.
There was only a one-month difference between the geonps of-
siblings tested last fall, .

. ..,

Sex distribution Was still relatively'eVeicecrossall
sites for the focal children ilihough One site.hecl:2-5% more
boys than girls. As found laA.fativ the'sek'dii_tribUtion
was relatively even in each of-the' groupd.=
were fairly well balanced acrods sites as WelleasAn the
total sample, which was an improvement-overlist:fall's
distribution.

Although the majority of families in.the_total-sample
are from urban areas (see Table III-17 below) a greater
percent of Head Start families live in urban-areas.. This
difference is also reflected in the families' SES indices,1
education and occupational levels (see Table III-18)-'. Head
Start as a group has a lower unemployment rate, a-higher
percentage of mothers employed and higher average leveld
for occupationsand mother's education. Consequently, the
average SES index is higher. The difference in employment
rates is at least partially attributable to the Head Start
policy in some sites which requires a certain percentage
of the,families to have both parents employed.

Table III-17
FAMILY LOCATION

Rural Urban
Home Start 42.4% 57.8%
Control 45.0% 55.0%
Head Start 26.8% 73.2r
Total SaMple 39.0% 61.0%

1The SES index is based on two factors: Mother's education
(number of years of schoolini completed) and the Duncan
socioeconomic index of the family wage earner (if more than
one family member was employed the higher status code was
used). The Duncan index ranged from 1 to 84 for the test
sample. Standard scores (mean of 0, SD of 1.0) were created
for the two indices; SES is.the sum of the two standard scores
plus 5, resulting in an index with a mean of 5.0 and an SD of 1.5.
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Al6ough the SES index is similar across sites (ranging
from 4.4 to 5.3) the occupation index of Parents in various
sites differs markedly. In Kansas and Ohia.the mean index is
1 due to a high unemployment rate, in Arkansas and West
Virginia it is 9 and in Alabama and Texas the mean level is
15: All of these figures dealing with employment and education
closely match those obtained in the fall and no patterns of
change were discernible.
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Battery Length

Measurement Battery

The mean time for each test as well as the total child',
parent and total battery time is presented in Table 111-19
for the three groups and the total sample (fall. and-spring).
The mean time for the child was 34.3 minutes, approximately
2 minutes less than the fall, and for, the parent it was 33.6,
approximately 1-1/2 minutes less. The 8-Block parent-child
interaction remained Virtually the same (21.3). Consequently
the mean total battery time (89.2) was about 3-1/2 minutes
shorter than the fall time. The three grdups_were within
about two minutes of each other on all instruments and totals
as compared to last fall when there was as much as a 9-minute
range on the total child time.

Incidence of Missing Data

Table 111-20 presents the incidence of and reasons for
missing data for each test. These figures are relatively
high because they represent all missing data--missing_ items'
as well as missing tests. In fact, most of the incidents
reported here refer to missing test items rather than com-
plete tests.

Forty-one percent Of the missing data comes from the PSI,
probably because it is the first instrument administered and
therefore rapport problems occur with greatest frequency. In
almost all of the cases of missing data on child measures
(and the 8-Block) "child refusal" was cited as the cause.
However, the incidence of child refusal as well as the other
problems decreased markedly from the fall data odllection.
Overall only 4.3% of the instruments had missing data this
spring compared to 7.0% in the fall. This decrease can be
attributed to the increased age of the children, familiarity
of the families with the testing situation and improved
performance on the part of the testers.

Parental Reactions to Testing

Parental reactions to individual instruments were obtained
on the Parent Interview. Their responses are presented in Table
111-21. As in the fall, the parents reacted very favorably to
all measures, although the 8-Block Sort Task still remained the
least liked. When parents did have objections, the major com-

plaint was that the tests were too difficult. Other responses
included complaints that the tests took too much time, were
too limited or too personal.
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Conditions of Testing

Information gathered about testing conditions is summarized
for the three groups and the total sample in Table 111-22. In
addition, the fall means are included for comparison purposes.
The information was obtained through the use of tester logs
which were completed after each testing session. BecaUse of
the small number of third visits, logs for the second and
third visits were combined.

Mothers were present during 84.9% of the testing sessions
this spring as compared to 89.4% in the fall. There were ap-
proximately 30% more Home Start and control group mothers
present than Head Start mothers, probably duo to'the fact that Head
Start children were tested at the center rwkher than in their
homes. The fall figures were comparable for Home tart and
control but the Head Stare-percentage dropped ten,points.
Head Start also had a much lower percentage of teachers pre-
sent as compared to Home Start's home visitors, although the
figures were similar to last fall. With mothers and teachers
present less often, Head Start consequently averaged fewer
people present during testing (3.6) as compared to Home Start
an4 the control group (5.3 and 5.5).

The location of testing for Home Start and.control
groups varied, but like last fall, testing most.often occurred
in the living room. This spring.more testing was done on child-
sized tables or on the floor than last fall. Sinbe the majority
of Head Start families were tested at the Head Start centers,
nearly half of the testing was done partially or completely
on child-sized tables; when testing occurred in the homes,
large tables and the floor, o; a combination of the two,
were most frequently used.

The percent of visits rated *noisy° this time was com-
parable to last fall (25.8% as compared to 26.7% in the,fall)
although noisy Head Start visits decreased by more than ten
points. The Head Start testing sessions were, on the average
more noisy than the other two groups on the first visit but
less noisy on the second. The community interviewers only
recorded problems for 16.8% of the total sample-visits, much
lower than the 25.5% recorded in the fall: OZ those visits
where problems were recorded, 37% were due to interference and 39%
to child refusal. The percent of interference was slightly
greater, than last fall but the percent of refusal slightly
lower. All three groups were similar on interference but
the Home Start and Head Start children tended to refuse test-
ing less often than the control group children. This might
be attributed to the opportunity to develop social skills
that the two programs provide. Among other problems noted
were sickness, language problems and tester error.
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Summary

The factors examined to assess the quality,of the sum-
mative data lead to the conclusion that this spring's data
are of higher quality than last fall's. Characteristics of
the sample remained stable while the administration errors
and incidence of missing data decreased. Care.will be taken
to maintain and improve this current level of quality.

36

28



-',

.

PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSES

Interim RepOrt IV (March, ,19.711). deacriked.the,psychometric.:,r
characteiistics ofeach measure based on:data colleCteVin
1973. At that time the children in,Home.Startand,Heak:Starti.::
had just entered their respective proggams;1.the C9s**Pl'children
of course, were not in a program: In the pregest:.repothe:::
same analyses are: reported for the Spr41197404The
analyses have been carried out On the total,sample;of.,A34 Home,,t,
Start, control and Head Start
spring 1974. :

The analyses examine the internal cheraqterIetiii'and the.!
whole-scote -tharacteristics,of. each,instrualent:: 4he.:,purpose:::

.

of these analyses is to reexamine the-st*engths'and-wAaknesSep" _

of individual items,and of.scale.scores created.fro.M.the..items...,
..

. Past analyses have identified "weak" itemsrand'in moat cases these
have been modified or eliminated. ,Iteirsi,were,Considered Neale'
when they failed to discriminate aMong,ige groups,;;yielded .

erratic scores over time, or were unusually difficult.to interpret._

Since the 'purpose of these,analyses is-to.datermine whether-
the psychometric characteristics of.the instruMents_remained -

substantially similar for the Spring dita When,cOmpire4 with the
fall data, the focus is.on*analySes of the total sariple. lUmmt-
jedge of the stability or lack of stability to:Spring
test characteristics is essential to proper interipretation of ,
findings from the change analyses. It should be-remeMberad,
however, that some differences in factor_struottireefoe:exaMple,
may occur because of the increased age of the childrenand
possible program effects for the-Home Start and Head-Start
children. When certain psychometric characteristiCs 'are re-
ported by group (e.g. percent paising each item, number of
factors extracted or alpha coefficient). it'is for the,purpose
of judging the coMparability of the instrument Characteristics
across populations. Notneofttlis
section of the reportb54M-bi-ii6I-657.1-0Wfott4iiniTifficts.
the analyses have;been,carried out on the total sample of
children tested this spring and have not been limited to only those..
with complete fall and spring data. Furthermoree'these
analyses do not take into account individual or ggoup differ-
ences in entering levels on any of the variables.

For the spring 1974 data the following internal character-
istics are reported for each instrument where appropriate:
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Distribution of responses across the scering categories.
of each item;

Percent of persons passing each iteti in each six-mon
age interval;

Item and scale score intercorrelations;

Inter-item and item-scale score correlations;

'Factor structure among items;

Internal consistency reliability (coefficient alPha))

Whole score descriptive statistics;

Stability and change in item reiponses from fill to sprin"

Average growth from fall to spring.
-

The response distributions provide an 'indication of the.
appropriateness of eacti item for the popOlations 'sampled. A,

high proportion of "refUsalse"for examplei-may indicate that A4
testers had difficulty establishing rapport. A hi0h proportion
of "wrong" responses, on the other hand, may indicate the item
is too difficult. Percent passing figures indicate whether
individual items are developmental- in nature, i.e., by demon-
strating increased percent passing with increasing.age.

Two indices of the adequacy of the item intercorrelations
are reported. The Kaiser statistic (Kaiser, 1971; Dzinban &
Shirkey 1974a, 1974b) is considered to be ateasure of sampling
adequacy. The obtained value is a-function of the' number of
variables (items), the number of factors obtained in the principal
components solution, the number of subjects and the general
level of the intercorrelations. Kaiser suggests that values
in the 80s and 90s are necessary in order to have adequate
factor-analytic data.' The second index is the median squared
multiple correlation of each item with the remaining.items.

=1,MI
'Kaiser's index is

.

.90 and.above
In the .80s
In the .70s
In the .60s
In the .50s
Below .50

as follows:

- marvelous
- meritorious
- middling
- mediocre
- miserable
- unacceptable
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The alpha coefficient is reported as the index of the
internal consistency of each scale or test score (when items
are dichotomous alpha is equivalent to KR-20). Alpha is an
important index since it sets an upper limit to a scale's
reliability (Nunnally, 1967). Internal consistency reliability.
is generally close to alternate form reliability.

Descriptive statistics for whole Acores are examined to
identify the ability range and precision of each measure.. These
include means, standard deviations, standard errors of the mean
and fall-to-spring change in means, where possible. Measures
must be neither so difficult that all children score at the
test "floor," nor so easy that they score at the-test "ceiling";
mean spring scores which approaoh,the maximum possible on any
scale or test may suggest a ceiling effect. .When comp'ared to
expected increases due to program effects, the standard ,

deviations of whole scores should be,sthall to,insure enough
precision to detect real intergroup differences with the
available number of families in .the" evaluation:

Fall-to-spring changes are reported for the Preschool
Inventory, Denver Developmental Screening Test, Schaefer.
Behavior Inventory, Pupil Observation Checklist, and Home
Environment Scale. For these analyses.ohly children who were
tested both in the fall and the spring are included. Internal
consistency and fall-spring item correlations are reported
for this sample. Measures of change or growth from fall to
spring are presented, first in terms of total scores-or scale
scores, then in terms of individual items. For each of these
measures a factor analysis of item change scores was also
calculated to.determine whether the relationship among item
changes is similar to the relationship among spring scores.
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Analyses of Child. Measures

Preschool Inventory, (PSI),

The PSI is a general measure of children's achievement
in areas that are often regarded as necessary for suCciWin
school. Children are asked questions-Of.general ktioIedge
(e.g., "What does a dentist do?"),a0 basic concepts:(S:5."
"Put the blue car under the green boe). The same32itiam::
version used in the previous-Home.Start data ColleiOni'was
again administered this spring. Since the fall there;h0e:
been no major modifications in the administratiokor icoring
of this test. The PSI items are given in
with the nuMbers used to identify each item in.thejOiloqing,
tables. The PSI is one of two measures.-administered,2to:
siblings as well as to focal children. orhe:analyisiSTof the
sibling data will be presented after the analysis Of the:
data on focal children.

aring 1974 Analyses --Foaal Children
?

,

The PSI was administered to all of the 434 focal children.
Children were included in the analyses, however; only if they
had a response recorded for at least 28 of the 32 items. The
minimum number refers to the number of items which were admin-
istered and which received a valid score--i.e.I any one of
the five coding categories, correct (C), wrong (10), don't
know (DK), refusal:MI or no response 1NR). It is assumed
that if a child completed the test,,an R or NR may be just
as indicative of "not knowing" an answer as a W would be.
The fact that, for children who completed the test, R and NR
were recorded for only a few items supports this assumption.
The 69 children who did not complete the test were, on the
average, five months younger than the other children.

If Rs and NRs occur frequently during a test, this may
be indicative of shyness, uncooperativeness, or poor rapport
with the tester. For this reason, community interviewers
were instructed to stop administering the PSI if a child
made any combination of DiCs, Rs or NRs on four consecutive
items. . Because of tester error, however, there were 14 cases
in which the test was continued and completed after four
consecutive Ms, Rs or NRs. Rather than discard these cases,
it is assumed that the excessive Rs and NIts may be valid
indicators of "not knowing" the correct response.

4 0
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In summa*yy, o-f the 414,fooil:child**40he.:,:-iest
was.:adMinistered, 365 completed the ..yanitoo*V.Cthe

--phattreTrt-wareirrevondar-wixh.-rolit*mr
NRs bUt cOiniAeted At leapt 28 i4e11(:ThuS l3 Wthe
analyses of the PSI data. are 'hased op saysoinizs4:

who responded, to at least ._2,8--of. orty...;3?.:..4tgos.:*iceptt ox the-'
whole acore ahalyses (29-iteMversion).4n_whiWOni4i1V
who Completea the test was exCluded, beCeeee, '&01aif, iii1CCOtrect **.

responses-. --

_
,

Res onse'.distributions. The
respoed in sac Act); ng category.,fot.eachtitervia iiretetited
in Table k' -Whew Compared witk,' tbe fall, thO.ASPOP9.::
distributions shew,.higher-, percent- oorrept..41/4,:_loyeK.; Fents
of W, DR, R, atio--NR responSes.'. *The5e2:f4Sidi:igt,.-at*;::

extent, predictable considering tie.ligOtoft.tii-0:,. F.en
averaged seven ionthi Older than: tticiee,.;tteated;La .A
comparison of the mean percent -of7,theittkal.;:0 ample k;i7oponding
in each category.for the two datalcOliectfOn.,t:pW0 ,praented.
in Table IV-3 below (thesn are the meanCO:the...-tierC.Ots .fOr
all 32 items):

.

,

TIV-3-
PSI--Mean Percent Responding

N C W DK R Isift Mean Age*

Fall 1973 426 31.3 56.8 5.2 1.0 3.4 47- months
Spring-1974 385 45.1 48.1 3.0 1.4 2.4 'NH:wit:its.

An examination of the spring 1974 response distributions
within each group (Table IV-4, below) showed that the children
in Home Start and Head Start groups had .higher percentiges of
correct responses and lower percentages.of wron§,respOnses than
the children in the control group. However, the three groups
were similar in the DR, R and NR categories.

Table IV-4

PSI--Xean Percent Responding by Group

N C

Home Start 163 46.1
Control 102 41.2
Head Start 100 47.2

W DK R NR Mean Age*

46.9 3.1 1.6 2.2 54 months
51.7 3.6 1.2 2.3 55 months
46.7 2.4 1.4 2.7 53 months

*These ages are based only on children who had acceptable PSI
teW's, not the entire sample'.
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As found last fall,,the items which evoked the most DK,
NR and_Lresponses_in.all three-groups-were-itemi-8-through----
13, the items which require the most complex verbal responses.
The items which the children most often got wrong were items
7 ("Put 2 cars behind the box in the' middle!), 17 ("How many
toes do you have?") and 24 ("Which of these two groups has
mcre checkers in it?").

Although the difference was not as proAounced as last
fall, Head Start children were still the least verbal of the
three groups. The groups were quite similar on items that
required a verbal response (generally over 90 percent of
children) but on times which did not require verbal responses,
Head Start was often 10 percentage points lower,than the
others. The total verbal score of _Head Start did increase from
fall to spring (16.4 to 17.3) as compared to the score of Home
Start which remained the same and the control group which
decreased (19.9 to 18.6).1 However, these scores are negatively
correlated with,the PSI total score because_ on items that do
not require verbalization, children who failed the item were
verbal, but those who passed were not. Originally 'verbal
data were collected to measure whether verbalizations
increased, but since the results are negatively correlated
with the PSI total, these data will no longer be analyzed.

Percent passing. The percent of children passing each
item is presented by group in T:tile IV-5. For the total
sample, with the exception of item 24 ("Which of these 2
groups has more checkers in it?"), the percentages are
higher than those from the fall. The range however, is
quite similar, 3.0 - 86.8 as compared to 2.8 - 82.6 in the
fall. The average gain on an item was 14 percentage points.
Three items, 3, 11 and 19 ("What is this?"-knee; "What does
the dentist do?" and "Point to the middle one") showed gains
of more than 23 points.

Among the three groups, Head Start had the highest percent
passing on 18 of the items, Home Start on 10 and the control
group on 4. The items which produced the greatest discrepancies
among the three groups (greater than 20 percentage points)
were items 11 ("What does a dentist do?"), 12 ("Which way
does a phonograph record go?") and 29 ("Color the square
purple"). In each of the three cases, the control group ranked
lowest.

The percent passing each item is presented by age in Table
IV-6. The percentages generally increased with age as would
be expected. When comparing data to last fall, within each
age grouping the spring figures were, for the most part, higher.

1The total verbal scores reported in Interim Report IV, p. 44,
were inaccurate.
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Correlations. An intercorrelatiOn matrixof:tbe%32 items :
aild-the- correlationS- icarregiedf--fOr4ver4-40;are-__
presented in Table IV-7. The interbbrrelit*ontbt*ined7.this
spring were generally higher than thOselobtaineCinefill:
Por the:intercorrelation matrix bised:On.the',totir-stM0101,
there were only six (instead of eight:iteniewhiOh-Ooii0).1ted
less than. .20.with the"total ate* 1e 18/.24'23,-.40ind.25f.
In both the Head Start and WM* Start data there.1Wer*only.fol*
items with correlations less thin".10, butthe .004:174:0.*'9u13,7

t=.

there were Il., As in ,the past data.collections4'tfiree.items4-l':
("What is your first name?"), 12 ..0Point to the70eoon&-theckOrly.
and 23 ("Which group has less checkers.in:iW)-rY9**0014-0P-
lowest in termsof item-total cortel*tiOns; liter0Old'OPce
last fall, these items were delited-:beforecalc*la#0;sdorei
for the analysis of group differences, thns'Aiiiiiig..29Ahe ...

maximum PSI score pOssible. Howeverl`ail'other:RSIlinaIyOes
in this reporte'including the desbriptiVe data,:."Arebake&
on the 32-item PSI. f

.

_

Pacior'analrgE. Prom thie sprine*Afta.;11:factors
with eigenv*Zues greater than 1-.0 were-extracteCin=A#e'_,
principal components factor analysiarimix;rOtition,
(last fall ten factors were extracted)..AlthoUgh:SoMe'Atem
clusters were similar, only one two-!item factok:.*4ch0;. '
exactly in the fall and spring. The rototed.fia,tor,a0dings
and the itemsrloading highest on each factor.are:PrOftented
in Tables IV-1 and IV-9. The 11 factors'obtainiesthit"spring
accounted for 56-.5%-of the total variance (verxiimilói to
the 570 0% reported last fall). The Raiser stitistic Was .49
and the median multiple squared R was .24.

When principal components analysessiere computed sepazitely
for the three groups, the analysis of Home Start-extracted 11
factors accounting for 61.5% of the total:variance"; for the
control group 13 factors, accounting for 60.5% of the variance,
were extracted; and for Head Start 12 factors accountedlor
67.3% of the variance. In summary, these analyses confirm
the previous findings that items from the PSI are factorally
complex and not easily separated into distinct, interpretable
factors.

Reliability. The total score on the PSI.was computed by
summing the number of correct responses for each child. The
alpha internal consistency reliability of the resulting scale
(.83) was higher than the alpha coefficient Obtained last
fall (.77). Alpha coefficients for the Home Start, control
and Head Start groups were, respectively, .86, .74 and .82.

4 3
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Whole score descriptive data. A, bomparison of_the mean
PS/ scorejbase0 On Z9 itema-for_each-lgroUp-iS-presented-in,
T-4-516-fVz101below. These means are-several ;p0int8, hi4her than -
those obtained by the three groups laSt fall (8.4, 8.5, and 9.1
respectively); the total sample mean is 4.3'points greater '

than last fall's figure (8.6). ,

Table /V-10

Spring 1974 PSI Scorest

Home Start 163 13.3 6.1 .418 7

Control 102 11.8 4.7 -....47.-
. _ .

Head Start 992 13.5 5.3

Total Sample 3042 12.9 5:6 ,30
.

The means, standard deviations and standard ,errors of-the
means for the 32-item version'of the PSI are-presented for.the
total sample by age groups and sex id Table IV74.., %An examina-
tion of this table indicates a distinct increase Ullman PSX . ,.

. .

score with age. With the exception of the 5-1/2 'year olds
(which may be attributed to the smtill 'Win the'fall) the mean
score of each age group was substantially higher-in the spring
than the fall. This WAS also true for the figures obtained
for the two sexes and the total sample.

Fall-Spring Change Analyses

Reliability. Because the analysis of program effecti is
based upon two different samples (a six-site sample for the
comparison of Home Start and control groups and a four-site
sample for the Home Start-Head Start comparison), the test-
retest and internal consistency reliabilities have been
calculated separately for each sample and for the total
sample (see Table IV-12). The fall-spring, or test-retest,
reliability was good for each of the samples (around .7),
but the internal consistency reliability (alpha) was slightly
lower for the six-site control sample than for the Home Start
and Head Start samples. The reliability of the difference
score (based on,the total sample) was .42 according to Lord's
(1963) formula for unequal variances.

'Due to low item-total correlationsi Item 1, 22, and 23 were
deleted before calculating the scores for this analysis.

20ne child excluded because he had no correct responses.
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Avera e rowth from fall to 'spring. Thejvans,and stan:__
--draftr ey at ono óU the aU and spr
difference scores are presented in T'able Again?, these
data aretabulated by satPle--the-foUr".44;Wilix-iite-Home-
Start damplee,..the sixrsite control.siMple ind,he-;fOursite
Head Start sample.: In. 0.1,four,Cpsecthe t-ratib.forcor-
related means was significant, indicaiing reliable:change
from fall_to spring in the mean,PSI scOre.-For:each'of'the
samples the standard deviation of-the:Mean also Ambreised
slightly from fall to.spring. -

Stability and .Change in item responses.';Tab1es
and 1V-15 present the percent passing each:PSI item,in,the
fall and spring for the six and fOuP-iite,samples:.The items
are listed in decreasing order of'qain in-percent Piising of
the Home Start group. The rank oreach-itam (1 re-greatest
gain) is also given to facilitate comParisons between,Hoie-
Start and control or Hone Start andHead.Start.
ficance of the gain for each item was'teitid,by-comPariMg the
proportion of children answering the item:correctly%in:;the
fall with the spring proportion, using.thichi square test
for correlated proportions.

The data in Table IV-14 show that in the sixrsitesample
Home Start children gained significantly on 25 ofthei.12 items
(78%); control children gained ony13 items (41%) and showed
a loss in the proportion passing on one.itek. In the'four-
site analysis (Table IV-15), the smaller Home Start'sample,
representing children from sites which-also.had Head Start,
showed significant increases on 27 (84%) of the items;.Jor
the Head Start children, there were only 18 itemi (58%)' on :.

which there was significant fall-to-spring gain in percent
passing.

Factor analysis of item change. -Since the PSI'Consists
essenTIilly of pass-fail items, change ,in an individual's
item response from fall to spring could be coded as follows:

2 = item answered correctly both times;

1 = item answered
spring;

0 = item answered
spring;

1 = item answered
spring.

wrong in the fall but correctly in the

wrong both in the fall and in the

correctly in the fall, but wrong in the
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These item change Codes were factor anslylepforall chilAren
7who-had nOlatOnglffNEKTRTFT-313F.77Wpringlieptoponents-
analysis was dOne, using'unities in.the diagdnallith"32
ftems on the PSI: the7tracevas Fiftydsevenypercent:of
the trace was extiaCtedf.by-41 rbott.-.-"the lodding,Of,each.
of the 32 items on the ll-factoks:is-given'AiliTable46.
In the following discussion the items loading.ihiei.chfactor:
are discussed in terms of.the.gains_in percent Patting (as,
presenXed in Tables IV-14 and XV-15).

%.

The common element of thp.four,items-loading.highett_on,
Factor I is knowledge of color. fkothsotthe HOMe:Oartjamples
as well as the Head_Start sample .shoWed signifiCai*increaseS,
on each of these four items. In the control tample;,
icant increases in proportion passing the item were"found-on
only two of the items.

The two items loading highest on Factor _IIrepresent -

knowledge of shape.. Both HOme Start.samplq0 AndOilejlead,.
Start sample ,showed significantAncreates onthese.:;4.45.-items.
For the control children,: a significant'increaseywas -found
for triangle: while a decrease was found Idetguarew- =

An interpretation of Factor III iá difficule:because of
the loadings of opposite sign for two of theitei$:-.point to
first checker and group with less checkers. DraWing a tri-
angle and drawing a square also loaded higheitLonthis factor.
The proportion passing the two checkers items Changed very
little Within each sample: but significant increases were
observed on the two drawing items for each of the.fOur com7
parison,samples.

The three items loading highest on Factor-IV each require
knowledge of body parts. Significant increases in proportion
passing each item were found for *each of-the four'samples.

The three items loading highest on Factor V involve.the
concept of number. The two Home Start samples showed signi-
ficant increases in proportion passing the two items requiring
a number response. All four groups showed a slight decrease
in proportion passing the item requiring the discrimination of
equality of number. The decrease was significant for the
control children.

Only one item loaded highest on Factor VI. This item
required the child to carry out a complicated instruction
putting two cars behind box in middle. This item was an
extremely difficult one both in the fall and in the spring.
The increase in proportion passing was small for each of the
four samples (although the increase was significant for the
sample of four Home Start sites).
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Three items loaded highest on Fadtor VII, tepresintincr- '16

a vailety of knowledge: comparatiT4-31-Wer
and number. The two Home Start samplestshoWid-,significant
increases in prdportion passing on allhree.pCXhese-,items.
For the control sample and theHead,Start*imple:signifi-
cant increase.-was found only for the:preakfastA,teSi.:

The two items loading higheit on.Factor VIII represent
knowledge of. positionA"second":and !!laSt")..-"Niddler also had'
a loading of .32 on, this factor. The folur-site:.HOMCPtart:-'
swage and the Head Start.sample.:IncreasedAi§nificaptly op
"last," while only the two Home Start.adMplesrincreased signi
ficantly on "second." All four samples incresied 'significantly,.
on "middle." -, . .

. _

The two items loading highest.on Factor I* Vere,first
name and wheels on a cpr, but theioadings Were lf:.opposite
sign. Nearly all children passed the.first.name4temL:both
in the fall and in the spring. All'fobr"iamplert;indreased.
significantly on knowing how many wheels there are on a car.

, -

Three items loaded highest on FaCtor X ("Which"way does
a phonograph fecord go?", "Who would youvo to'when.sick?7,
and "Where would you find a lion?").' These ifemis represent
a broadening of.experience within and.outside'the.home.: The
two Home Start samples increased significantly',on:each of
these three items. The control sample increased slightly
on "lion" and decreased on the phonograph record item. The
Head Start sample increased significantly on the record and
lion items.

Two items loaded highest on Factor XI "Point to the one
most like a tent," and "Which way does a ferris wheel go?"
Only the two Home Start samples increased significantly on
the ferris wheel item. The control group decreased on that
item, while the.Head Start group increased. The Head Start
group showed a decrease on the tent item.

Spring 1974 AnallsesSiblings

The PSI was administered to 56 siblings between the ages
of 3 and 6 1/2. Of these 56, 36 were siblings of Home Start
children and 27 df control group children. Sihlings in Head
'Start families were not tested because testing was done in the
Head Start center. Since there were no control siblings in
either Arkansas or Ohio, these sites were.eliminited from
the analyses. Consequently, nine Home Start siblings were
also eliminated. Of the remaining 47 siblings, ten did not have
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complete PSI tests (at least 28 items scored). Therefore,
the _go liming_ analyses-are- b ased-on- a-sample-of
(21 Home-Start and 16 control) from four sites; Analyses
based on age are not reported in this section due:to the
small number of cases in each age group.

Response distribution. The percent of chiidren who' .

responded in each scoring category,for-each.item is presented%
in Table rv-17. The greatestioekcent of responses.wad in the-

category, followed closely by C then DK, NP. and.R: Thid ,

pattern and the mean percent figures are veryisiiilar
to those obtained for the slinple of focal children; The
pattern is also the sane as that derived from-ledt fell's-
data although the percent responding correctly has increased
while all other categories decreased.

When comimring the two groups of siblings,,the Hone.Stirt
group generally had slightly smaller percents correct arid'
slightly greater percents in all of the other categories;
Unlike the focal children, the two groups were not Very
similar in verbal scores, either on items that re4uired.ver-
balization or on those that did not. There were nine items
on which there was at least a ten-point difference between
the groups. Home Start was higher on seven of these items and
had a total verbal score of 17.9 while the control group
was higher on two and had a verbal score of 16.7. However,
as found with the focal children, these scores were negatively
correlated with the total and therefore were not analyzed
fur,ther.

Percent passing. The percent of children passing each
item ri-presented by group in Table IV-18. The range of the
two groups was fairly similar, 0.0% to 81.0% for Home Start
and 6.3% to 93.8% for the control group, and both were similar
to the fall ranges. However, in contrast to the fall when the
control group had a higher percent passing than Home Start on
every item, this spring each group excelled on exactly one-half
of the items.

The items which produced the greatest difference between
the two groups (greater than 15 per-tentage points) were items
3, 8, 13, 14, 22, 23 and 32. There were four items which proved
the most difficult for both groups--7, 10, 17 and 24. As with
the focal children, among the easiest items for both groups
were 1 and 25.

4 8
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Correlations. An intercorrelation matrix of the 32 PSI
items and the item-total correlations-(corrected for-overlap)
were computed for the total sibling sample. The interitem and
item-total correlations were generally higher than those found
in the analyses of focal children as well as the figures ob-
tained last fall. The median squared multiplk, correlation
between each item and the rest of the items was .901. There
were seven items which correlated less than .20 with the
total (items 141 171 18, 22, 23, 24 and 25). The three items
with the highest item-total correlations were items 51 6 and 19.

Factor analyses. As with the focal child sample, 11
factors with eigenvalues greater than .10 Were extracted in
the principal components factor analysis with varimax rota-
tion (one less than fall). These factors accounted for 78.8%
of the total variance, over 20% more than accounted for in
the factor analyses of the focal child PSI items, and a few
points higher than last fall (75.9%). The Kaiser statistic
was .9961 indicating that in spite of the smaller N for this
analysis an adequate sampling exists. This is due to the
high level of the interitem correlations.

Reliability. The total PSI score was computed and the
internal consistency reliability of the resulting scale
calculated. The alpha of .86 was slightly higher than the
.84 found for the fall sample.

Whole score descriptive data. The means, standard de-
viations and standard errors of the means for the total
sibling sample and the two groups are presented in Table IV-19
below. As in the focal child analyses/ items 11 22 and 23
(due to their low item-total correlations) were eliminated
before calculating the scores for this analysis. The Home
Start mean was 3.1 points higher than last fall and the
control group 1.8; the total mean was 2.4 points higher than
last fall.

Table IV-19

Sibling PSI Scorei

Group N Mean SE SE Mean Age in Months

Home Start 21 12.6 6.0 1.30 61.5

Control Group 16 12.7 7.1 1.78 59.4

Total Sample 37 12.6 6.4 1.05 60.7
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unimary.. ..-
The item analysis from this spring's administration of

the PSI continued to demonstrate good test reliability and
percent passing figures that increase with age,;'.,The percent
passing each item as well as the whole dcor0- are Ihigher,than
the figures obtained last fall which can be explained, in'part,.
by the seven-month increase in the mean age of the 'current
sample.

Analysis of Home Start and control group sibling data
indicated response patterns much like those of the focal
children despite the fact that the siblings were on'the
average, six months'older than the foCal children.
two groups Within the sibling sample proved to:be.quite
similar in percent passing each item and-41mast-identicai
in their whole scores. As With,the fodal sample, the spring
figures showed an increase from lastcfall:

In both the focal child and Sibling .samples, group.dif-
ferences were apparent in terms of verbal icores. However,
upon examination it was found'that theie scores corielated
negatively with the PSI total score. This is because on
items which don't require verbalizationichildren tended to
talk more when they didn't know the correct response. There-
fore, it was decided to discontinue the scoring of these
data.

The fall-spring psychometric analyses found test-retest
reliabilities around .7; the alpha coefficients were somewhat
lower. In all of the six- and four-site samples, the t
ratio for correlated means was significant, indicating reliable
change from fall to spring in the mean PSI score. For each of
the samples the standard deviation also increased slightly.
The analysis of item change indicated significant positive
change on 25 of the 32 PSI items for the six-site sample
Home Start group, 13 items for the control group, 27 items
for the four-site Home Start sample and 18.items for the
Head Start group. A factor analysis of item change revealed
six separate PSI factors which might be labeled color, ehape
body parts, number, breadth of experience, And seriation.
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DenVer:Developmental.. Screening...TestM.1)Sn

The DOST was designed to aid in the tarly.discovery of
developmental problems in four areas: Fine.Motor Adaptive,
Language, Gross Motor, and Personal-Social. 'It Willi primarily
intended to be used as a diagnoitic screening procedure with
individual children to identify those who are developmentally.
delayed.

Since the DDST included items that were wbplicable for
children who ranged in age from two weeks to ...x,yearg, items
suitable for-the*Home Start age range had'to:be selected.
This was done by examining'the norms pub1ished in the.DDST
Manual and selecting items that would discriminate among
children in the 3- tol-year-old ranger: For-the:fall 1972'
and spring 1973 pilot testing, 32 items were selected that
ranged .in difficulty, according to the norms, from those
that 90% of the 3-year-olds passed tO those that no child
in this age group would be expected to pass. 4 few MST
items falling in this range wore not included Since they'
duplicated PSI items. Three itemi-TOund to be defiCieht in
the 1972-73 pilot data collections were deleted in ditattempt
to make,the instrument more stable and more sensitive to
age changes. In addition, revisions were made-in a few items,
instructions to community interviewers in the test booklet
were clarified, and the order of administering'the subScales
was revised so that Fine Motor items were admihisteied first.
Experience of the test's authors suggested that rapport with
children in this age group might be better established if
these items were given first.' As administered for this
evaluation, answers to the Personal-SoOidl-scOle -it-Was-were .

provided by the mother. The other three scales were adminis-
tered directly to the children. The test was not designed to
yield scale scores, but for the purposes of the Home Start
evaluation,,scale scores were obtained by adding together
items within each of the four separate areas,of functioning.

"

Spring 1974 Analyses

Completed DDSTs were available'on all 434 children in the
spring sample. Since each of the four DDST subtests was analyzed
separately, a different criterion defining a valid test adminis-
tration was developed for each of the four scales. Each criterion

'Throughout the development of the DDST format used in the.Home
Start evaluation, Dr. William Frankenburg and Mrs. Alma Fandel
have been extremcly cooperative in helping to adapt their
instrument.
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was designed to retein_the:Maximum mimber of stibiects.for_the____
whi/e removing cases with a signifitant amount of

missing data. The Pine Motor Adaptive scale, contained seven
items, one of which-had,two responses scored. 2P3 tie included
in the evaluation, children must haye received a,score for all
eight reiponses. A total of 416 of the'4 W34-childien (95.9
met this criterion'and were included in the .analysis. - To be
included in the analysis of the Language scale children.needed
a valid score on all 18 Language scale items; ktotal.of 43:2;
children (94.90 met this criterion. The Gross:Motte-scale2
contained seven items/ one of which has three responses,scored.,
To be a valid administration, all nine responses, Must have:
scored. A total of 387 children (89.20-met:t4is-criterionY
The Personal-Social scale cOntained seven.items,,two of_which
were combined into one score. To be included in the analysis,
a child must have received a valid score on-all.six items%
This criterion was met by 416 children (95..9%).

In applying the criteria for valid Scale scores, it was
possible for a child to be excluded from one or, more scales
and still be included in other DDST scales. Thusi, the.Ns are'
the same for all scales. It is important to note, however,
that there appeared to be no systematic differences in the
proportion of Home Start, control and Head .Start children
excluded from each scale.

Response distributions. The DDST item key is presented
in Table IV-20. The first list of item numbers is associated
with the item as it appeared in the test booklet. For some
tables in the report the items are numbered consecutively.
These numbers are given in the second column, opposite the
test booklet item they correspond to.1 When items are referred
to in the text of the report, they always refer to the order
of presentation employed in the test booklet, unless specified
otherwise.

The distribution of responses for
in Table IV-21. The child's responses
scored in five categories--correct (C)
don't know (DK), and no response (NR).
multiple responses (items 1, 3, 8, 14,

each item is presented
on items 1-20-were
F wrong (W), refusal (R),
Scoring items requiring
18, 19 and 20) by

10riginally, the Language scale contained six items with multiple
subsections. During the fall 1973 data analysis, it was dis-
covered that by treating each subsection of an item as a
separate Language scale item, the reliability of the scale
could be increased. Therefore, a decision was made to treat
each subsection as a separate item in all analyses.
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children necessitated the combination of the R DK and_NR
cattiOdtieS:"-Theii do4binid-Cati4Ory scores are reported in
the "Sum" column of the table. Items 21-27 were scored yes
or no.

The mean of the item difficulties (percent passing) for
each of the four DDST scales is reported in Table IV-22 below,
along with the tall 1973 results.

Table IV-22

DDST-Mean Percent Passing

Scale Spring Fall1
1974 1973

Fine Motor, 66.6 42.2

Language 66.4 45.1

Gross motor 52.7 43.2

Personal-Social 82.8 77.7

Nean Age in months 54 47

The relati'vely high percent passing on all items of the
Personal-Social scale should be noted. For the spring 1974
analysis, the mean item difficulty was 82.8% and the range
of the six items was fror 78.1 to 99.0%. One requirement of
a good pychometric instrument is to have items with percents
passing clustered as closely as possible to .5. When the
percents on a scale deviate from .5, the utility of the scale
is impaired in two ways. First, the sensitivity of the
instrument to the individual differences is decreased, re-
sulting in a clustering of children within a smaller range
on the scale. This limits the potential to discovering treat-
ment differences. The restriction .in the range of test per-
formance also limits any attempt to correlate P-S scale scores
with other behavioral measures. Since extreme percents passing

lAll 556 children from the fall 1973 report are included.
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also restrict item intercorrelations, tthe scale reliabiliiy
-is- depressed.- --rtis.-±8--especially---true-when---the-:-number'of-z--------
items in a sdale is relatively small, as inthe case of....the
P-S scale. It might be expected, therefore, that'the DDST.
Personal-Sociallscale can not yield msefukscores for the
evaluation of program effects.

Percent passing. An examination of the percent:pasSing
by age group gives a picture of the deyelopmental natureo'f
the items. These data are presented'in 'Table IV723. -For.the
most part, items showed an-increased percent pagaing,with
increasing age. The item percents passing by group are pre.-
sented in Table IV-24.

Correlations. Certain items have been rescored.to avoid
the problem of non-independent items for the intercorrelation
analysis, factor analysis, whole score descriptive data, and
computation of coefficient alpha. Item 7 (draw s:girl or-boy),
which was scored .twice depending on the nUmber.of bofty'parts
drawn, and item 14 (balances on one foot), which wakscored--
three times depending on the length of time that the child:
remains balanced, have been converted to single-item_continuous
variables. These replaced the two scores for item 7 and the
three scores for item 14 in subsequent analyses. The item
intercorrelation matrix and the item-scale correlations are
presented in Table IV-25. The item-sUbtotal correlations
reported in the correlation matrix have been corrected for
overlap.

An examination of the correlation matrix reveals item
homogeneity on three of the four DDST scales. Item-subtotal
correlations on the Fine Motor scale ranged from .22 to .62,
items on the Language scale ranged from .18 to .60, and items
on the Gross Motor scale ranged from .13 to .42. The Personal-
Social scale lacked homogeneity. Three of the six items on the
Personal-Social scale did not correlate well with either the
scale subtotal or the other items on the scale. Items 33, 34
and 35 correlated .09, .04, and .12 with the P-S subtotal.
Intra-scale item correlations for the three items ranged from
-.06 to .13 with the median correlation .03. This finding
severely limits the utility of the Personal-Social scale
as an evaluation instrument. This conclusion is consistent
with the fall 1973 data analysis of the DDST.

Note should be taken of the interrelationship of the
four DDST subscales (see Table 1V-26). There was a high rela-
tionship between the Fine Motor, Gross Motor, and Language
scales. The DDST instructions were presented verbally by
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the interviewer so skill with language was a prerequisite for
good performance on the Fine Motor and Gross Motor subscales.
The high correlation of the Fine Motor with GroSs Motor indicates
that the items on each scale are tapping overlapping motoric
components.

Table IV-26

Interrelationship of the Four DDST Subscales

Language

Gross Motoz

Personal-Social

Fine
Motor

.57

.47

.22

Language

.59

.23

Gross
Motor

.24

Factor analyses. The factor analysis conducted on the
DDST extracting all roots with eigenvalues greater than 1.0
resulted in 12 factors accounting for 58.3% of the total
variance. This contrasts with last fall's analysis in which
nine factors were extracted accounting for 50.7% of the
variayze. The Kaiser statistic was .60, considerably lower
than the .80 to .90 Kaiser recommends in order to have good
factor analytic data. However, the kaiser value is reasonable
when considered in light of the median squared multiple
correlation of .28.

In an attempt to evaluate the homogeneity of the four
DDST scales, four roots were rotated using the varimax method.
These four factors accounted for only 33.5% of the total
variance. The factor loolinss fer e-ch item are presented
in Table IV-27 and the items lf.,,ding li.ghest on each factor
are presented in Table IV-28. Factor I which accounted for
13.6% of the variance and contained 17 of the 18 items on the
Language scale and items 3, 6, and 7 from the Fine Mot scale.
Factor II which accounted for 6.7% of the variance had items 1,
2, 4, 5 and 6 from the Fine Motor scale; item 12 (convrehends
preposttions "on") from the Language scale and three items
from the Personal-Social scale. Factor III which accounted for
7.0% of the variance contained items 6 and 7 from the Fine
Motor scale, and in the opposite direction, items 23, 24 and 25
from the Language scale and items 26, 29, 30, 31 and 32 from
the Gross Motor scale. Note that items 23, 24 and 25 are all
sections of the test booklet item 13 (composition of )

indicating that the item is tapping a specific factor in addi-
tion to the general Language factor. Factor IV accounting for
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6.2% of the variance contained items 16-49 frojtri thkLanguage
scale, and items 15, 37 and 38 from the TerielnalrSoCial scale.
Note that items.16-19 are all sections of test' booklet item 11
(recognizes colors) indicating that item.11 was also tappin4va
specific factor in addition to a general language'factor. ,

or

The loading of 17 of_the 18 Language,SCale items.On
factor provided strong support tor the quality of.the DDST
Language scale. Five of.the seven'items from the. Fine Motor .

scale loaded together oil Factor II indicating satisfactory.
homogeneity was-also present on the Fine Motor,scale. FiVe ,
'of the seven items on the Gross Motorimale negative* loaded
on Factor III indicating that the Gross Motor-scale' was also i
relatively pure scale. As for the'Personal-Social-scale,,,of
the six items, three loaded on Factor III, two on Factor IV
and one item did not load on any factor. The lack of homo-
geneity on the Personal-Social scale provided additional
evidence of its inadequacy for evaluation.

The factor arnlytic findings obtained frOm the spiing-
1974 analysis differ from those obtained in the fall 1973
analysis. in the fall the items on the Fine Motor and.Gross
Motor scales loaded together on one factor. This 'spring
the items on each scale loaded on two different factors.
The Language Scale loadings also differed in the fall, most
of the items on the Language scale loaded on two factors; in
the spring, most of the items loaded on one factor. As for
the Personal-Social scale, in the fall five of the six items
loaded together on a single factor, while in the spring no
one factor contained more than three items. The differences
between the two factor analyses can probably be attributed
to -hange in the composition of the sample and change in the
subjwAs over time.

Reliability. The alpha coefficients of each scale have
been calculated to determine the internal consistency of the
items (see Table IV-29). Continuous, transforaed variables
were used to remove the dependencies in item 7 and item 14
before alphas were calculated.
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Table IV-29

Spring 1974 and Fall 1973
Coefficient Alpha by Scale

Scale
Spring 1974

Alpha
Fall 1973
Alpha

Fine Motor Adaptive .65 .71

Language .85 .84

Gross Motor .58 .65

Personal-Social .40 .51

The reliabilities for the spring 1974 data analysis
remained comparable to those of the fall 1973.analysis. The
Language scale remained the most accurate subscale on the
DDST, and the Elam Motor and Gross Motor. scales.remained in
the-acceptable range. On the other hand, the reliability of
the Personal-Social scale was unacceptable. In view of the
item-scale and interitem correlations and alpha coefficient
of .40, the Personal-Social scale can not be considered an
acceptable measure of group differences in the overall Home
Start evaluation.

Whole score descriptive data. .The mean scale scores,
standard deviations, and the standard errors of each treatment
group are presented in Table IN.7-30. The mean scale scores,
standard deviations, and the standard errors for the total
sample are presented by age and sex in Table IV-314 The mean
scale scores on all four DDST subtests followed a developmental
trend with performance increasing with age. There appeared to
be no sex differences.
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Fall-Spring Change Analyses

Reliability. Because the analy4s of program .effects is
based on twr ditferent samples (a six-site*sample for the
comparison of Hdna Start and control groups ahd a foudite
sample for the Home Start-Head Start comparison),.theest-retest
and internal consistency reliabilities have also been ca/culated
for those samples as well as for the total sample (see-Table IV-12).
The fall-spring or test-retest, reliability of the Fine Motor .

scale was slightly higherk for the HoStart samples.-
(range = .71 - .74) than for the Head Start (.60) or control
samples (.68). The internal consistency reliabilitY of the
items (alpha coefficient) followed the same pattern.- The
reliability of the difference score (based on.the,tota1 sample)
was .04 according to Lord's (1963) formula for unequal variances.
The fall-spring test-retest reliability of the Language scale
ranged froM .74 to .80, but the alpha coefficients of a/1 four
samples were somewhat higher (range = .80 - .87). The
reliability of the difference score for the total sample was
.30. The test-retest reliability of the Gross Motor scale
ranged from .53 to .58 for Home Start and control groups, but
somewhat lower for the Head Start sample. The reliability
of the difference score for the total sample was .05. Unlike
the other three DDST scales, the test-retest reliability of
the Personal-Social scale was very poor, with the total sample
at .34 and the four subgroups ranging from .18 to .45. The
alpha coefficient was .49 in the fall and .42 in the spring.

Average _growth from fall to spring. The means and standard
deviations of-the fall and spring testing and of the difference
scores for all four scales are presented in Table IV-32. Again,
these data are tabulated by samplethe four- and six-site Home
Start samples, the six-site control sample and the four-site Head
Start sample. In all cases'the t ratio for correlated means
was significant, indicating reliable change from fall to spring
in the mean scores on all four scales.

1qp_Stabilitalchaneinitemresonses. Tables IV-33 and
IV-34 present the percent passing eacn DDST item in the fall
and spring for the six- and four-site samples. The items are
listed in decreasing order of gain in percent passing Of the
Home Start group. The rank of each item (1=greatest gain) is
also given to facilitate comparisons between Home Start and
control or Home Start and Head Start. The significance of
the gain for each item was tested by comparing the proportion
of children answering the item correctly in the fall with the
spring proportion, using the chi square test for correlated
proportions.
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.The data in Table XV-33 show that in,the.elie-site'sample
Home Start children gained significantly on 33-_lof:,the 38 items
(87%). On the Fine Motor scale, significant:increase-was
found on 100% of the items. On the Languagedcale, l* of the.:
I8 items, or 89%, showed significantincrease in Ow "total Home
Start sample. The two items not showing_dighifibanei change were,'
two of the preposition ttems..._:Fox_.±undee,
slight increase; for "on" there was a very Slight_decrease. On
the Gross Motor Scale, five of the seven iteMs,,**71I%, showed
significant increase. The mean increase on thetwo juMping

. . .

items were not significant. On the.Personai-Social,scaIer tiVe
of the six items, or 83%, showed significant.incre6ie4 the .

item not showing a significant ifibrease dealt igith the child's
getting upset when mother went away.

Control children gained on 29 items (160. On,the Fine'
Motor scale, six of the seven items, or 86%,*showed a significant .
increaie. The average increase on building aetower was not
significant. On the Language scale, IS of^the IS itemsr.or
93%, showed significant increase. The three.items for which
the average increase was not significant .were big/sMill,
"behind" and'plurals. On the Gross Motor scale, six.of the
seven items, or 86%, showed a significant increase..- There
was a very slight decrease on jumping in place. On the
Personal-Social scale, only two of the six items,-or 3.3%, showed
a significant-increase. A very slight decrease was found on the
mother goes away item.

In the four-site analysis (Table XV-34), the smaller
Home Start sample, representing children from.sites which
also had Head Start, showed sighificant increases on 26 (68%)
of the items. On Fine Motor, six of the seven.items, or
86%, showed a significant increase. The average Ancrease on
building a tower was not significant.4an Language, 14,of the
le items, or 79%, showed a significant increase. The average
increase on plurals, "in front of" and "under" tare hot
significant. "On" showed essentially no change in.item mean.
On Gross Motor, five of the seven items, or-71%, showed a
significant increase. The average increases on the two jumping
items were not significant. On Personal-Social, significant
increases were observed on only the two dressing items of the
six items, or 33%. The item referring to child's feelings
when mother goes away showed a very slight decrease.

Head Start children also showed significant fall-spring
gain on 26 items (68%) although not the same ones. On Fine
Motor, significant increase was Observed on 100% of the items.
On the Language scale, 13 of the IS items, or 72%, showed
significant increase. No significant inbrease was found on
two of the color items nor on three of the preposition items.
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On Gross Motor, only three of the seven,itemsl'or 43%,,
showed significant increases. These Were catching'a
bounced ball, the forward heel-:.to-toe walk,and hOpPing
on one foot. On Personal-Social, three of thp six items,
or 50%, showed siOnificant increases; these were the two
"dresses self" items and the buttoning item. An,average
decrease was observed on the item pertaining to the
child's feelings when mother.goes away, -

Factor analysis of item change. Because of several
interdependencies among DDST-Items, it was necessary to score.
the DDST scales as if they were rating scales rather than
pass/fail items. For all items, a value,of 'el" indicated
a wrong response. Correct tesponses could take on,Values
of 2, 3, or 4, although 2 was the most fkequent upper:limit
to the correct responft. , A person's score on a scale was the
sum of his responses. Thus, instead of a score Of'zero
indicating all items wrong, a totally wrong perforkance would
bft represented by a score equal to the number of items on the
scale.

The coding of.item changes for a rating scale is very simple.
The value for an item is merely the difference:betweeh the spring
response and the fall response. No distinction is. Made between
a zero difference representing wrong response in both fall and
spring or a correct response in both fall and spring. These
simple differences between item responses frdm fall and spring
were factor analyzed for the entire sample having no missing
data (H=285), using a principal components solution with unities
in the diagonals. Sixty-one percent of the total variance was
extracted by 16 roots. The item loadings on these 16 factors
are found in Table IV-35. In the following discussion, the
items loading_on each factor are discussed in terms of the gains
in percent passing (as presented in Tables IV-33 and IV-34).

The four color items loaded highest on factor I. The only
instance where a non-significant increase in item mean was
found occurred for "red" in the Head Start sample. Every other
mean.increase for each sample was significant.

The three items loading highest on factor II were the
made of" items. Excep4* for the insignificant average increase
for the Head Start saw. on what a spoon is made of, all average
increases on all items tor this factor in all samples were
significant.

Three items loaded highest on factor III. Positive
loadings were found for draw a line and hop on one foot, while
a negative loading was found for draw a child. The average
increase for each sample cn each of these three items was sig-
nificant.
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Two items loade/ highest on factor IV, both involving
opposites: hOt/cold and big/small. The only insignificant
average increase on these two items occurred for the control
sample on big/small.

The two items loading highest on factor V were buttons
buttons and understands the preposition "on." A.significant
average increasemas lound for each of the four samples on
the buttons item. The control sample showed.a significant
increase on "on," but the two Home Start samples 'and the
Head Start sample each showed a slight decrease in mean per-
formance on this item.

The two items loading highest on factor VI were dresses
self and puts or underpants. These two loadings were of
opposite sign. Nearly al,- the children could put on their
own underpants both in the fall and in the spring. The
average increase on this item was significant only for the
total Home Start sample. All four samples showed significant
increase on dressing by self, unaided.

, Three iiems loaded highest on factor VII: plurals,
standing on one foot, and telling front of clothes from back.
The clothes item loaded oppositely in sign from the other two.
The total Home Start sample showed significant average
increases on each of these items. The average increase on
plurals was not significant for the smaller Home Start sample,
but the average increases on the other two items were. For
the Head Start sample, only the clothes item showed a signi-
ficant increase, while, for the control sample, only standing
on one foot showed a significant increase.

Three items loaded highest on factor VIII: forward
heel-to-toe walk, backward heel-to-toe walk, and datching
bounced ball. All three of these items are from the Gross
Motor scale. The only average increase that was not sig-
nificant was for the Head Start sample on the backward heel-
to-toe walk. All other average increases for all other
samples were significant.

Only two items loaded highest on factor IX: building a
bridge and understanding "behind." Each of the four samples
significantly increased on each of these items.

Only two items loaded highest on factor X: not being upset
when mother away and jumping in place. Nearly every
passed these two items both in the fall and in the spring. The
average change on these two items was nearly zero for each
sample. For the total Home Start sample, the average change on
each item represented an increase. For the control sample, the
average change on each item represented a decrease. For the
smaller Home Start sample and for the Head Start sample a slight
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average decrease was found on the mother away item, but a slight
average increase was found on the jumps in place item.

Two of the Fine Motor items loaded highest on factor XI;
copy a cross and copy a circle. The average increase for each
sample on each of-thése two 'items was-significant: -

The two items "hich loaded highest'on factor XII were
jumping over paper and pointing to longer line. Only the
control sample increased significantly on jumping over paper,
but all four samples showed a significant increase on pointing
to the longeilline.

Two of the preposition items loaded highest ort_factor XIII:
"under" and 4in front of." Only the control sample showed a
significant average increase on "under." The smaller,Home Start
sample was the only one of the four not to achieve a significant
umerage increase on "in front of."

The two items loading highest on factor XIV were building
a tower and playing games iiith others. A larger proportion of
the children passed these items both in the fall and in the
spring. The average increase on each item was significant for
the total Home Start sample, while the Head Startsample in-
creased significantly only-on building a tower. None of the
other increases were significant.

The only item to load highest on factor XV was "hungry."
All four samples showed a significant average increase on
understanding this concept.

Only one item, woman/man, loaded highest on factor XVI.
The average increase for each sample was significant on this
item.

Summary

The level of item difficulty on three of the four DDST
scales was satisfactory, but the ease in passing the Personal-
Social items limits that scale's sensitivity to individual dif-
ferences and lowers the internal consistency of the scale. The
percent of children passing by age demonstrated the developmental
nature of each of the scales. Item intercorrelations provided
evidence of the homogeneity of three of the four scales, and as
in the fall, pointed up the limitation of the Personal-Social
scale which had low item-scale and low interitem correlations.
Factor analyses provided support for the quality of the Fine
Motor, Language, and Gross Motor scales, but confirmed that the
Personal-Social scale lacked homogeneity. The alpha coefficients
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obtained in the spring analysis remained comparable to those of
the fall except for the Personar-Social scale, which dropped to
an unacceptable level. All of the evidence available suggests
that the Personal-Social scale can not be used as an evaluation
instrument.

In the fall-spring change analysis, the reliabilities of
the four-site and six-site samples were found to be similar to
the total sample reliabilities. For all four scales the change
in mean score from fall to spring was also found to be reliable,
according to t tests for correlated means. Analyses of fall-
spring item gains found reliable gains on 33 of the 38 items
for the six-site Home Start group1.29 items in the control group,
and 26 items for both the four-site Home Start group and the Head
Start group. The factor analysis of item change uncovered six
cohesive factors which might be called color( object composition,
opposites, gross motor skills, fine motor skills and prepositions.
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8-Block Child Task Score
-

The 8-Block Task is administered primarily to assess
mother-child interactions in a teaching context. After.the
mother is shown how to sort a set of blocks, she is asked to
teach her child and then the child is asked to place two
additional blocks where they belong and to explain the-place-
ment. The child's'performance on the last part of,the task
is reported here since it is a child performance measure.
The analysis of the mother-child interaction variable, along
with a more complete explanation of the 13Block Task, is
reported in the section of this report on parent measures.

When asked to place each of the two blocks (a short block
with an 0 on it and a tall block with an X on it) in the proper
quadrant on the board and to explain his placement, the child's
responses were scored as follows: for placing the block in the
correct group, the child received 2 points; if the block matched
the group on only one dimension, the child received I point; if
the block placement was completely wrong, the children received
no points. For the explanations, the child received a score of
2 if he explained his placement in terms of both dimensions,
a score of 1 if his explanation referred to only one dimension,
and a score of 0 for a completely incorrect explanation:

Response distribution. Tables 1V-36 and 1V-37 present the
percent responses by age for placement and explanation of the
short 0 block. Tables IV-38 and 1V-39 present similar data for
the tall X block. Note that the percent correct for each
placement and the ability of children to explain both dimensions
correctly increases with age. This is indicative of the
developmental nature of the 8-Block Task.

Whole score.descriptive data. Table 1V-40 presents means
and standard deviations for the total sample, by age and by
sex. A scale score was calculated for a child only if he had
two valid placement responses and two valid explanations.
Total 8-Block child task scores increased consistently across
all age groups as children got older (from 2.8 at 3-1/2 years
to 5.4 at age 5-1/2 years). The mean 8-Block score for the
total sample was 4.1. There were minimal differences between
the average total scores for boys and for girls.

Comparison among groups for all children tested this spring
showed the following scores for exraanation, placement and 8-
Block total:
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Explanation
(0-4)

Placement
(0-4)

8-Block Total
(0-8)

Table IV-41

8-Block Means by Group

Home Start
(N=000)

Control Group Head Start
(N=000) (N=000)

Total Sample.
(N=000)

Mean BD Mean SD I Mean SD Mean SD

1.17 1.48 .82 1.19 1.10 1.34 1.05 1.37

3.1$ .93 .2.85 1.00 3.21 .86 3.08 .94

4.32 2.10 3.68 1.85 4.31 1.93 4.13 2.00

..

Summary. The 8-Block Task proved to be very sensitive
to the developmental characteristics of children in the project
age range. While success on the placement task rapidly increased
with age, the process of correctly explaining a placement in
terms of both relevant dimensions proved to be much more diffi-
cult. As a result, the explanation score provides a better index
for discriminating the level of children's development. Children
in the project age range who are capdble of explaining both
dimensions correptly would be expected to have relatively ad-
vanced cognitive development.
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Child Food Intake Questionnaire

The Child Food Intake Questionnaire was developed to obtain
a quantitative and qnalitative index of food consumption. It
utilizes a system of 24-hour recall whereby mothers are asked
to report all foods eaten by their child.on the preceding day.
Specifically, the mother was asked what the focal child ate for
breakfast, lunch and dinner, and any snacks in between. The
interviewer probed for exact quantities of all foods. To help
the mother estimate quantities of food more accurately and to
help the tester reliably record the mother's responses', the
tester used plastic, child-size beef patties (2 ounces), glasses
(4 ounces and 8 ounces) and bowls (10 ounces) marked at one-
fourth cup intervals, and tablespoons. The testers were instruc-.
ted not to suggest "appropriate" amounts of food; rather the
mother was asked to point:to markings on the glasses and bowls
that iridicated how much of a certain food the child had eaten.
The tester mentioned particular foods only when probing for
possible additions which might have been forgotten (such as
mill: on dry cereal or lettuce on sandwiches). In addition, the
mother was askel whether the child took vitamins.

The data in this section are presented somewhat differently
than the data in other sections of this chapter. For almost all
group comparisons the Home Start and control children are pre-
sented as a single group, and the Head Start children are Pre-
sented separately. This decision was made because of the out-
come results for spring 1974, presented in Chapter VI, which
showed essentially no difference between the two Home Start
groups and the control group. Since the groups were also similar
in the fall, it was felt that the larger group size created by
combining the Home Start and control children would yield more
accurate means and proportions for use in discussing various
aspects of the observed nutritional deficiencies.

Scoring procedures. The questionnaires were coded according
to two sets of criteria. The first was based on the total number
of "servings" eaten in each of seven food groups (milk, meat,
eggs, vitamin-A vegetables, citrqs fruits & vitamin C vegetables,
other vegetables, and breads & cereals). A total food score was
then 4erived by summing the number of servings across food groups.
luantities used in defining servings are listed in the coding
instructions in Appendix C of Interim Report IV.

The second set of criteria provided qualitative informatiol
by setting a maximum score for each of the wren food groups
based on the nutritional requirements for that group. The
maximum score was basal on the recommended serving levels in
the Daily rood Guide (United States Department of Agriculture
and Health, Education & Welfare). An ideal dietary score of
12.5 was obtained for children between ages three to six as
follows:
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Food Groups

Milk
Meat
Eggs
Vitamin A-rich vegetables
Vitamin C-rich fruits
Other fruits & vegetables
Breads & cereals

TOTAL:

Servings1

2.5
1.4
.6
.6

1.0
*2.4
4.0

1-27g

1,'

If the number of servings eaten exceeded the maximum food
score for a particular food group the maximum food sdore was
recorded. When computing the dietary score, 'substitutions from
one group to another were permitted for two categories: (1)

if the child had more than the recommended level for milk the
excess could, if needed, be added to the meat,scorev(2) if
there were excess servings of vitamin A-rich !egetablea or of
vitamin Crich fruits the excess could be added to. the_other
fruits & vegetables group.. It was decided not to code'foods
of little nutritional content, such as potato chips, doughnuts,
mayonnaise and the like, since analysis of caloric intake was
not being conducted. These scoring procedures are essentially
the same as those used in the fall.

The dietary score was further qualified descriptively as
follows:

Dietary Score Diet Quality

12.5
10 - 12.4
below 10

excellent
satisfactory
poor

The dietary score of 10 (having maximum scores for each group
as follows: milk, 2.0; meat, 1.0; eggs, 0.4; vitamin A-rich
vegetables, 0.4; vitamin C-rich fruits, 0.7; -other-fruits &
vegetables, 2.0; breads & cereals, 3.5) was arbitrarily selected
and assumed to minimally meet the recommended dietary allowances
for children aged three to six. To test this assumption, the
mean number of servings from each food group for the Home Start
and control children with satisfactory diets (Table IV-42) were
used to calculate nutrient content. Calculations were based on

1The methods for calculating the number of servings for each
food group are given in Appendix C, Interim Report IV:
Summative Evaluation Results (1974).
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figures in USDA Handbook 8, Food Composition Table (1963).
Results, present-eaIn Table IV-43, show that the diet meets
the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) for protein, vitamin
C, riboflavin and niacin. Iron, calcium and thiamin levels
were marginal; vitamin A content was only approximately half
of the RDA.

Table IV-42 also shows that assigning a maximum food score
(above which additional servings are ignored) helps control
distortion of group averages resulting from extreme intakes
by few children. If maximum food scores were not adopted
these excesses would have qualified some diets as excellent
by sheer quantity, even though some essential nutrients were
not 9resent. Good nutrition is concerned with both quality
and quantity and excesses are as much a detriment to health
as are inadequacies.

The 24-hour recall used in this study is one of the many
techniques developed for collecting dietary information. These
techniques range from estimations of food intake to more pre-
cise methods, such as actually weighing food. The most precise
method involves laboratory nutrient analysis of a measured
portion of food eaten over a period of time and-is used in
metabolic studies (Beckor, et al., 1960).

The adequacy of recorded diets may be determined by
calculating dietary nutrient values using a food composition
table. The nutrient values of the diet are then compared to
the RDA. The RDA has been designed for the maintenance of
good nutrition of children, pregnant and lactating women, and
adults. It represents allowances above the minimum nutrient
requirements and is utilized in diet planning. Calculating
dietary nutrient values is time-consuming and requires technical
training in nutrition.

A more expedient method of determining dietary adequacy
makes use of the Daily Food Guide. Its use and the develop-
ment of a dietary score as a quick method of evaluating diets
has been reported in the literature. It is currently used
by several clinical nutrition research programs in assessing
diets of clinic patients. The method used in this study
is similar to the one adapted by the nutrition program clinic
at the Institute for the Study oi Mental Retardation, and
Related Disabilities, University of Michigan. It differs
from the others in the scoring system established, but is
essentially similar in concept. The method is simple
enough to use in field settings, yet it was felt that quali-
tative assessments of dietary adequacy would give as good a
picture of nutrient intake as quantitative calculations since
enormous numbers of processed foods with constantly changing
nutrient content are consumed by the American public. In addition,
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calculations of nutrient content utilizing fG composition
tables result in estimations rather than precise data, since
data in these tables are subject to differences in seasons,
regions, etc. and therefore represent averages rather than
absolute values. A. similar problem was encountered by Owen
(1974) in his recent survey of the nutritional status of pre-
schoolers. The method has been adapted for this study with
the objective of determining qualitative dietary character-
istics of groups of children and identifying inadequacies of
intakes rather than preciseli, evaluating intakes of individuals;
the method appears to orovide very stable assessments of group
means.

Descriptive data. The Child Food Intake Questionnaire
was aaministerea to 434 focal parents. It should be mentioned
that mothers of Head Start children were sometimes unaware of
what their cd.ldren ate for lunch the previous day at the
center. In such cases, the community interviewers were
instructed to ask the Head Start teachers what a particular
child had eaten the previous day for lunch. Teachers were
very helpful in providing this information, but sometimes
were not sure of exactly how much food the child had
consumed. In these cases, the teachers were asked to
give an approximate amount.

Results show el-insistency from fall to spring in each area
analyzed; Table IV-44 presents means and standard deviations
of total Food and Dietary Scores for spring 1974 and for the total
fall 1973 sample. Quantitative Food Scores for the spring
sample snowed slightly higher means in four of the seven food
groups dhan 1iC I fall sample, perhaps because children were
about seven monti., older in the spring. The largest differences
were in meat and bread & cereals (about 1/2 derving each). In
terms of total amount of food eaten the fall mean was about
1 1/2 servings less than this spring's. The differences in
Dietary Scores are generally smaller than the Food Score
differences. When nutrition Scores were combined into scores
for the four basic food groups (milk, meat and eggs, fruits &
vegetables, breads & cereals), the results obtained this spring
were quite comparable to those obtained last fall. The total
Dietary Score was about 1/4 serving more this fall. Using 12.5
as the maximum 1`4etarv Score based on RDAs, Home Start children
received 64.29 recommended nutritive intake in the fall,
and the tbre .ce.: tested this spring obtained 66.2% of the
recommende Itake.

Food intake and dietary adequacy. P general picture of
the adequacy of the children's diets in spring 1974, is given
in Table IV-45. Meat intake almost met the recommended amount
whilo bread & cereal and other fruit & vegetable intakes
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followed a close second and third. Milk intake was only about
half of the recommended amount. The intakes of the other food
groups were exceedingly low, especially for vitamin A-rich
vegetables. The inadequacies in the food intake of these
children reflect deficiencies in vitamins and minerals, par-
ticularly calcium, iron, riboflavin, and vitamins A and C.
Protein requirement appears to be met since meat intake was
almost adequate.

Except for intake of eggs, the food intake of the Head ,

Start children was superior to that of the Home Start/control
children. It appears that snacks and meals served to Head Start
children at the centers have contributed greatly toward im-
proving their diets. In some sites, breakfast Was served in
addition to snacks and lunch. The reason for,the lqwer intake
of eggs by Head Start children is not clear, but it is specu-
lated that either eggs were not part of the breakfast served
by the school to these children, or that the more rural Home
Start/control families had more access to chickens than the
predominately urban Head Start families did.

Table IV-46 gives the number and percentage of children
eating poor, satisfactory, and excellent diets. The overall
data show that more of the Head Start children had better
diets than the Home Start/control children. Approximately
43% of the Head Start children and only 16% of the Home
Start/control children's diets were rated satisfactory. A
high numbpr of children from both groups had poor diets.

Table IV-46

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN EATING POOR, SATISFACTORY,
AND EXCELLENT DIETS, SPRING 1974

Home Start/ Head Start
control

N %

Excellent 1 0.3

Satisfactory 51 15.4

Poor 270 84.3

TOTAL 322

7 0

62

0 '0

48 42.8

64 57.2
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Table,IV-47 gives the percentage of children eating
satisfactory diets for each food group. More Head Start than
Home Start/control children had satisfactory scores for all
food groups except in egg intake, where the number of Home
Start/control children was 10 percentage points higher than
Head Start.

Table IV-47

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN EATING SATISFACTORY DIETS
FOOD SCORES AND TO77L DIETARY SCORE

N=434

Recommended Food
Scoie for Satis-
factory Diet

Home Start/
control

Head
Start

Milk 2.0 28% SS%

Meat 1.0 92 95

Egg 0.4 40 30

A-Vegetable 0.4 15 21

C-fruit 0.7 18 51

Other fruit/vegetable 2.0 60 83

Bread/cereal 3.5 65 67

Total Dietary Score 10.0 16 43

Summary. The Child Food Intake Questionnaire yielded similar
results in both fall 1973 and spring 1974, although intake was
generally found to be slightly higher in the spring in the
various food categories. The differences in Total Dietary
Scores were smaller than the differences in total amount of
food eaten. The distribution of nutritional intake appeared
similar in the two samples. These results suggest that the
Food Intake Questionnaire is continuing to provide a relatively
reliable system for obtaining information on children's nutri-
tional intake The analysis of dietary adequacy found that
Head Start children in general had better diets than Home
Start and control children, whose diets were seriously deficient
in calcium, iron, riboflavint and vitamins A and C.
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Height and Weight

Information on the height and weight of children in the
sample was collected to assess physical growth and to determine
possible height and weight differences among groups. These are
particularly important data since height, and to a lesser extent,
weight are general indicators of physical growth and because large
discrepancies from the norms may be related to nutritional
status. Height and weight findings from the fall 1972 and
spring 1973 Home Start samples indicated moderate to substan-
tial correlations of both height and weight with sme of the
cognitive measures. This section of the report pi,sents
descriptive data from the total sample and compares the groups
on these two variables.

Descriptive data. Table IV-48 present( means, standard
deviations and standard errors for the total sample by age
and by sex. Both height and weight for the total sample in-
creased as children's ages increased. Boys were only slightly
taller than girls (0.3 inch) and slightly heavier (0.8 pound).
These differences are consistent with those found last fall
although the total sample then averaged lh inches shorter
and 21/2 pounds lighter.

Table IV-49 (a-h) presents comparative data from the spring
sample with height and weight norms established by the University
of Iowa's Department of Pediatrics. Means, standard deviations
and standard errors for the spring sample and for each group are
shown by age for boys and for girls, with means for each plotted
on the graphs. The means from the fall data are also plotted
on the graphs.

Boys in this spring's sample were only slightly taller
and heavier than last fall (except the 5h-year-old group,
where the change is most likely due to the small N last fall).
Consequently this sample with the exception of the weight of
the 3h year olds, is still below the norms at .all age levels.
Like last fall, the means tend to fall further away from the
norms as age irwreases. When examining the data by group, it
was found that the Home Start and control group boys consis-
tently were below the norm except for height of the 31/2 year
olds while 31/2- and 5-year-old Read Start boys were at the norm
in weight and 31/2 and 5h year olds were above the norm in
height.

Girls in the spring sample were, for the most part, shorter
and lighter than the fall sample; with the exception of the
height and weight of the 3h year olds, the sample was consis-
tently below the norm although unlike the boys, the difference
did not generally increase with age. The Home Start girls,
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while generally heavier and taller than last fall's sample,
were only above the norm at 31/2 years of age. The control
group, with means generally lower than last fall, was below
the norm except in the weight of 31/4 year olds. Head Start
was close to the norm (either below or above) in the height
and weight of 31/2-, 4- and 4h-year-old girls.

Comparisons among groups . Means, standard deviations and
standara errors for height and weight for each group and the total
sample are as follows:

Table IV-50

WEIGHT AND HEIGHT BY GROUP

Group N Mean
Weight

SD SE Mean
Height

SD SE

Home Start 192 36.8 5.63 .41 40.9 2.35 .17
Control 129 36.5 5.11 .45 41.0 2.49 .22
Head Start 111 38.5 5.77 .55 41.3 2.20 .21

Total Sample 432 37.1 5.56 .27 41.1 2.36 .11

As found last fall, Head Start children averaged about two
pounds heavier than Home Start and control children and were
about one-third of an inch taller.

Summary. Of the total spring sample, 3h-year-old boys
and girls were the only children who were of normal height,
and only 3h-year-old girls were of normal weight. As found
last fall, Home Start and control children were generally
similar and almost consistently below the norms while Head
Start children were somewhat heavier and taller and often
approached or were above the norms.
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Schaefer Behavior Inventory (SDI)

The $DI consists of 15 descriptive statements of child
behavior that are read by the community interviewer to the
child's parent. Two typical items are "Stays with a job
until he(she) finishes it" and "Likes to take part in
activities with others." The mother indicates i-he degree
to which the description fits the child by responding on a
seven-point scale from "never" to "always." The SDI contains
three scales of five items each, labeled Task Orientation,
Extraversion-Introversion, ard Hostility-Tolerance. A
list of the SBI items is presented in Table IV-51; the numbers
identify each item in the following tables. Note items 10
and 11 have been reversed in scoring to be consistent with
the implicit meaning of their scales.

Spring 1974 Analyses

During the fall 1973 psychometric analysis, it vms ten-
tatively decided to remove item 11 from the Extraversion-
Introversion scale and omit it from the overall Home Start
evaluation. In spring 1974 the psychometric analysis on the
SDI was conducted twice, once with item 11 included and once
with item 11 omitted. The reason for this duplication of analyses
was to attempt to replicate the fall 1973.findings which led to
the decision to omit item ,l. Since the spring analysis con-
firmed the fall 1973 findings, the analysis with item 11 omitted
was performed. Thus all tables except for the percent response
and the intercorrelation matrix reflect analyses of the SB1
with item 11 omitted. During the spring 1974 data collection
433 Sins were completed. One child from the control group
did not receive the SBI.

Pes?onse distributions. The distribution of child behavior
ratings is shown in Table IV-52. A comparison of these data
with fall 1973 response distributions shows a marked similarity
of responses on each of the 15 items. As in the fall, there
was a tendency by parents to use socially desirable ratings in
describing their children's behavior.

Correlations. The item-scale intercorrelation matrix is
presented in Table 1v-53 (the Extraversion-Introversion scale
subtotal is presented with item 11 included and excluded).
As in the fall, item 11 was the item which correlated lowest
with its own corrected item subtotal (.22). This relationship
was sovewhat better than in the fall (r=.11), but remained
marginal. All other corrected item-subtotal correlations
ranged from .25 to .63 with all items except item 6 above .35.
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These were all in an acceptable range. The median squared
multiple R of each item with the rest of the items was .22.
Item 11 also did not correlate well with the other items on
the Extraversion-Introversion scale ranging from .14 to .20.
Item intercorrelations of the other items on the Extraversion-
Introversion scale ranged from .33 to .61. The poor performance
of item 11 was similar to the findings obtained during the
fall 1973 data analysis. It should also be noted that the
removal of item 11 from the Extraversion-Introversion scale
subtotal resulted in increasing the correlation of the other
Extraversion-Intrdirersion items with the scale score. In short,
these add support to the conclusion to omit item 11 from the
Extraversion-Intrwiersion scale in the overall Home Start
ev.luation. A principal components factor analysis further
supported this position (see below). Except for item 11, every
SBI item correlates higher with its own scale;score than with
the other scales except item 10 on Task Orientation. Item 10
correlated .36 with the Task Orientation subtotal and -.45 with
the Hostility-Tolerance subtotal. This same finding occurred
on the fall 1973 data analysis.

Factor analysis. Two factor analyses were conducted on
the SBI items, zirst with all 15 items, then with item 11
deleted. The first factor conducted on the spring 1974 data
resulted in the extraction of four factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1.0. -These four factors accounted for 56.2% of
the total variance. Factor I, which accounted for 16.5% of the
variance contained items 3, 12, and 15 from the Hostility-
Tolerance scale and item 10 from the Task Orientation scale
which loaded with the opposite sign. Factor II, which accounted
for 15.8% of the variance, contained items 2, 5, 8, and 14
from the Extraversion-Introversion scale. Factor III, which
accounted for 13.9% of the variance, contained all of the Task
Orientation items. Factor IV, which accounted for 10.0% of the
variancee contained items 6 and 9 from the Hostility-Tolerance
scale when loaded in the opposite direction with item 11 from
the Extraversion-Introversion scale. The splitting of the
Hostility-Tolerance scale into two factors with items 3, 12,
and 15 loading together on one factor and items 6 and 9 loading
together on a second factor replicated the fall 1973 psychometric
analysis of the SBI when all roots greater than 1.0 were requested.
However, failure of item 11 to load on factor II with the other
items from the Extraversion-Introversion scale indicated that
item 11 was not measuring the same behavioral characteristics as
the other items on the Extraversion-Introversion scale. This
finding was consistent with the results obtained last fall.
As a result, a final decision was made to omit item 11 from the
overall Home Start evaluation.
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A secona factor analysis performed on the data without
item 11 resulted in four factors which accounted for 58.5% of
the variance. The Kaiser statistic was .64, indicating that the
data for the factor analysis were not very adequate. This was
probably due to the generally low level of the item inter-
correlations. The four remaining Extraversion-Introversion
items loaded on factor II, which accounted for 16.9% of the
variance. Factor III, which accounted for 14.6% of the variance,
contained the five items from the Task Orientation scale. The
items contained in the Hostility-Tolerance scale separated
into two factors. Factor I, which contained items 3, 12, and
15, accounted for 17.8% of the variance and factor IV, which
contained items 6 and 9, accounted for 9.2% of the vaziance.
The loading of the Task Orientation and Extraversion-
Introversion items on distinct factors and the breakdown of
the Hostility-Tolerance scale into two separate factors
replicated the results obtained during the analysis of the
fall 1973 data.

Because the SBI was constructed to measure three dimensions,
a varimax rotation of three factors was carried out. These
three rotated factors accounted for 51.3% of the total variance,
a drop of 7.2% from the four factor rotation. The item loadings
for this factor analysis can be found in Table IV-54; Table
IV-55 lists the items with high loadings on each factor. All of
the items on the Hostility-Tolerance scale now loaded on factor
I, which accounted for 19.4% of the variance. The four items
on the Extraversion-Introversion scale loaded on factor II which
accounted for 16.9% of the variance. The items from the Task
Orientation scale loaded on factor III which accounted for 15.0%
of the variance. As in the fall 1973 analysis, only item 10 from
the Task Orientation scale loaded on more than one factor. While
this indicates that item 10 was not exclusively a measure of Task
Orientation, its high correlation with the corrected Task Orien-
tation scale score warranted its inclusion on the scale.

Reliability. The alpha coefficients of each scale were cal-
culated to determine the internal consistency of the items. Table
IV-56 (below) presents a comparison of the alpha coefficients from(
fall 1973 and spring 1974. There was little change in the
reliability of the items from fall to spring.

Table IV-56

SBI Scale Alpha Coefficients

scale Fall 1973 Spring 1974

'1'ask Orientation .62 .66

Extraversion-Introversion
(item 11 excluded)

.66 .72

Hostility-Tolerance .67 .70
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Whole score descriptive data. Scale scores were calculated
by summing the rAtings of the items in each scale. The mean scale
scores, standard deviations, and standard errors for each group
are presented in Table IV-57, below.

Table IV-57

SBI Scale Scores by Group

Group
N

Task
Orientation
Mean SD SE

Extraversion-
Introversion
Mean SD SE

Hostility-
Tolerance

Mean St St

Head Start 192 24.3 5.0 .36 23.7 3.7 .27 18.7 6.3 .45

Home Start 129 22.7 5.3 .4C 23.5 4.3 .38 19.5 6.0 .53

Control 112 23.9 4.3 .41 23.4 4.1 .38 19.2 6.2 .58

Total Sample 433 23.7 5.0 .24 23.5 4.0 .19 19.1 6.2 .30

Table 1V-58 contains the mean scale scores, standard devia-
tions, and the standard errors by age, by sex, and for the total
sample. Note that item 11 was omitted from the Extraversion-
Introversion scale lowering the possible score range. Individual
scale means were closest to the socially desirable end of each
dimension (a low score on the Hostility-Tolerance scale reflects
"tolerance").

Fall-Spring Change Analyses

Reliability. Because the analysis of program effects is
based on two different samples (a six-site sample for the
comparison of Home Start and control groups and a four-site
sample for the Home Start-Head Start comparison), the test-
retest and internal consistency reliabilities have also been
calculated for those samples as well as for the total sample
(see Table IV-12). Fall-spring or test-retest reliability
of the Task Orientation scale is somewhat low for all four
samples (range=.47-.56), however the internal consistency
reliability (alpha) was more adequate (range=.56-.70). The
reliability of the difference score (based on the total sample)
was .25 according to Lord's (1963) formula for unequal vari-
ance. The test-retest reliability of the Extraversion-
Introversion scale was also low for all samples (range=.38-.52),
but coefficient alpha indicated that the scale had satisfactory
internal consistency (range=.67-.73). The reliability of the
difference score was .39. The Hostility-Tolerance scale had
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the best test-retest reliability of the three SBI scales
(range=.53-.66). Reliabilities for the control and Head Start
samples were somewhat higher than for the two Home Start
samples. Coefficient alpha for the Hostility-Tolerance scale
had a bit higher range of values (.65-.73) than the test-retest
reliability. The reliability of the difference score was .23.

Average growth from fall to spring. The means and standard
deviations of the fall and spring testing and of the difference
scores are presented in Table IV-59. Again, these data are
tabulated by sample--the four- and six-site Rome Start samples,
the six-site control sample and the four-site Head Start sample.
The t ratio for correlated means was significant on the Task
Orientation and Extraversion-Introversion scales for both Home
Start samples, but not for either the Head Start or control
samples. The only sample with a significant change on the
Hostility-Tolerance scale was the control group. It was interesting
that this change was toward increased hostility. The other three
samples, though nonsignificant, were in the direction of increased
tolerance.

Stability and change in item responses. Tables 1V-60 and
IV-61 present the percent passing each SBI item in the fall and
spring for the six- and four-site samples. The items are listed
in decreasing order of gain in percent passing of the Home Start
group. The rank of each item (1 = greatest gain) is also given
to facilitate comparisons between Home Start and control or Home
Start and Head Start. The significance of the gain for each item
was tested by comparing the proportion of children answering the
item correctly in the fall with the spring proportion, using the
chi square test for correlated proportions.

The data in Table IV-60 show that in the six-site sample,
Home Start children gained significantly on three of the nine
items on the Task Orientation and Extraversion-Introversion scales
and lost significantly on two of the five items from the Hostility-
Tolerance scale. In the four-site sample, Home Start children
gained significantly on one item from the Task Orientation scale
and lost significantly on three of the five items from the
Hostility-Tolernce scale. Head Start children did not show any
significant item changes.

Factor analysis of item change. The items on the SBI are
seven-point rating scales. To give each item a change score,
the fall rating was simply subtracted from the spring rating.
A principal components analysis was used to factor the 15 Sin
items for children with no missing item responses. The N for
the factor analysis,was 420. One of these items (item 11)
did not get scored on any of the three scales. Forty-eight
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percent of the total variance was extracted by five roots.
A summary of the factor analysis of the SBI items is found in
Table IV-62. In.the following discussion, the items loaCting
on each factor are discussed in terms of the gains in percent
and passing (as presented in Tables IV-60 and IV-61).

The four Extraversion-Introversion items loaded highest on
factor I. The two Hostility-Tolerance items for which every
sample showed an average decrease loaded -highest on factor II.
These items were "gets impatient when can't have what he wants"
and "whines when can't have own way." The average decreases on
these two items were significant for the two Home Start samples.
Four of the five Task Orientation items loaded highest on factor

with the fifth item, "pays attention," having a loading in
the .30's on this factor. There were no significant changes on
item means on the four Task Orientation items with highest
loadings on this factor, although all mean changes for the two
Home Start samples were increases, and all the mean changes for
control were decreases. For the Head Start sample, two of the
mean chanqes were increases, and two were decreases. It is the
"pays attention" item on which significant change was found
for the two Home Start samples.

One Hostility-Tolerance item, "slow to forgive," loaded
highest on factor IV. Each of the four samples showed a mean
increase on this item. The increase for the control sample was
significant. The one item not scored on any scale also loaded
highest on this factor. Two of the Hostility-Tolerance items
loaded highest on factor V, as did one Task Orientation item,
"pays attention." The direction of change in item means on
these three items is consistent only for the control sample,
in which the average change is always in the undesirable
direction.

Summary

As in the fall 1973 analysis, a positive halo effect was
evident in the item distributions. Item-'scale and interitem
correlations were satisfactory for all items except item 11 on
the Extraversion-Introversion scale which did not correlate well
with either the other Extraversion-Introversion items or the
Extraversion-Introversion scale score. Removing item 11 from
the Extraversion-Introversion scale increased the correlation
of the Extraversion-Introversion items with the Extraversion-
Introversion scale score. In a principal components factor
analysis, item 11 failed to load with the other items from the
Extraversion-Introversion scale. These findings replicate the
results from the fall 1973 data analysis and support the decision
to remove item 11 from the Extraversion-Introversion scale.
When a second factor analysis requesting three roots was performed
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with item 11 excluded, the items loaded on three tactors in
accordance with the SBI scales. The scale internal consistency
reliabilities remained satisfactory for the spring sample.

Test-retest reliabilities calculated for the six-site
and four-site samples were adequate for the Task Orientation
and Hostility-Tolerance scales, but low for the Extraversion-
Introversion scale. All scales had satisfactory internal
consistency for all samples. The t ratio for correlated means
was significant on the Task Orientation and Extraversion-
Introversion scales for both Home Start samples, but not for
either the Head Start or control samples. The only sample
with a significant change on the Hostility-ToIerance scale was
the control group. The significance of the gain for each item
was tested by comparing the proportion of children answering
the item correctly in the fall with the spring proportion,
using the.chi square test for correlated proportions. In the
six-site sample, Home Start children gained significantly on
three of the nine items on the Task Orientation and Extraversion-
Introversion scales and lost significantly on two of the five
items from the Hostility-Tolerance scale; control children gained
significantly on three of the five items from the Hostility-
Tolerance scale. In the four-site sample, Home Start children
gained significantly on one item from the Task Orientation
scale and lost significantly on three of the five items from
the Hostility-Tolerance scale. Head Start children did not
show any significant item changes. A factor analysis of item
change resulted in factor solutions similar to those from a
single test administration.
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Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL)

Upon completion of testing and interviewing, each community
interviewer was asked to rate the child on a seven point scale
consisting of nine bipolar adjectives such as "resistive-coopera-
tive" and "quiet-talkative."1 The checklist has two scales:
Test Orientation items pertaining to the child's behavior during
the testing situation, and Sociability items pertaining to the
child's general overall behavior as seen by the testers. The
POCL items are listed according to scale in Table 117-63A. On the
community interviewers' rating form items 1, 2, 5, 7 and 8 have
the sociably desirable adjective listed on the right-hand side
of the rating scale. For the other items the positive rating
is to the left. Responses on the POCL are scored 1-7 with the
positive end of each rating assigned the value 7.

Spring 1974 Analyses

In spring 1974, POCL's were completed for 432 children.
One Home Start and one control child from the total sample of
4'4 did not receive the POCL.

Response distributions. As in fall 1973, the testers
tended to use the positive ends of the bipolar items with a
disproportionately high frequency (see Table 117-63). The
effect of this positive response bias was evident in the high
means for the two scales (see Table IV-58). The apparent
reluctance of the community interviewers to assign an un-
desirable rating to a child may have created a situation in
which very little pre- to post-test change can occur. In
this connection, it should be pointed out that the sensitivity
of the POCL to group differences is reduced due to this
artificial restriction in scale range.

Correlations. Table 1V-64 shows the intercorrelations of
the POCL items and the item-subtotal correlations. All within-
scale inter-item correlations were high and all correlations of
items with their scale subtotal were greater than .65 (corrected
for overlap). However, high item correlations across scales
existed and the correlation between the Test orientation scale
and the Sociability scale was .65. The median multiple R2
between each item and the rest of the items was .68. Two factors
may have contributed to the high interscale correlations. First,
the two scales were probably measuring common behavioral referents.

IA tenth itom ("calm-excited") was added to the rating form
in fall 1973 to conform to the rating scale completed for
the home observations, but is not included in the analysis
of the POCL data.
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That is, the child's test orientation overlaps with his socia-
bility with the tester. Second, high intercorrelations may be
attributed to common method variance since both scales request
the same tester to complete a seven-point rating.

Factor anal sis. Factor analysis of the nine POCL items
duplicated t e boo factors found in fall 1973. This spring
these boo factors accounted for 78.8% of the total variance;
the Kaiser statistic was .94. The first factor, Test Orienta-
tion, accounted for 44.7% of the total variance and had as
items with highest loadings the five items that have previously
been scored together as a Test Orientation scale. The second
factor accounted for 34.1% of the total variance and included
the four items from the Sociability scale. The factor loadings
for each item anA a summary of the items loading highest on each
factor are prese.ted in Tables 1V-65 and 1V-66. While the items
from each scale loaded highest on their own factor, six of the
items had substantial loadings on the opposite factor. In short,
the boo POCL scales are not factorally distinct from each other.
Rather, the scales seem to be measuring the same characteristics
of the child as observed by the tester during testing.

Reliability. The alpha coefficients of each scale were
calculated to determine the internal consistency of the items.
A comparison of the alpha coefficients from fall 1973 and
spring 1974 demonstrated that the reliability of the items
remained high for both scales (see Table IV-67, below).

Table 1V-67

POCL Scale Alpha Coefficients

Scale Fall 1973 Spring 1974

Test Orientation .92 .92

Sociability .90 .90

Whole score descriptive data. Scale scores were calculated
by summiriTTEE-iitings of the items in each scale. The mean
scale scores, standard deviations, and standard errors for each
group and for the total sample are presented in Table rv-68
on the following page.
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Table 1V-68

POCL Scale Scores by Group

gISTP
Test Orientation
U Mean SD SE

Sociability
14 Mean SD SE

Home Start 191 23.8 7.2 .52 191 17.7 6.1 .44

Control 128 24.5 7.5 .66 129 18.2 6.5 .57

Head Start 112 24.6 7.5 .71 112 18.4 6.6 .62

Total Semple 431 24.3 7.4 .35 432 18.0 6.3 .30

Table IV-5C -ontains the mein scale scores, standard
deviations, and standard errors by age, sex, and for the
total group. Note that scores on both scales'generally
increase with age.

Fall-Spring...change Analyses

Reliability. Because the analysis of program effects is
Lased on two different 7amples (a six-site sample for the
-omparison of Home Start and control groups and a four-site
sample for the Home StartHead Start comparison), the test-
retest and interna/ consistency reliabilities have also been
calculated for those samples as well as for the total sample
(see Table IV-12). The fall-spring, or test-retest, reliability
of the Test Orientation scale was satisfactory for the Home
Start samples (range=.63-66), but inadequate for the control
(.48) and Head Start samples (.49). The internal consistency
reliability (alpha coefficient) of the items was excellent for
a/1 four samples ranging from .91 to .93. The reliability of
the difference score (based on the total sample) was .83
according to Lord's (1963) formula for unequal variances.
The test-iatest reliability of the 3ociability scale was
adequate for three of the samples (range=.52-.59), but unaccep-
table for the Head Start sample (.?6). However, alpha
coeff%cients for each of the samples were excellent, ranging
frnn 3F t3 .92. The reliability ot the difference score was
.8C
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Average growth from fall to spring. The means and
standard deviations of the fall and spring testing and of
the difference scores for all four scales are presented in
Table IV-69. Again, these data are tabulated by sample--the
four- and six-site Home Start samples, the six-site control
sample and the four-site Head Start sample. The t ratio for
correlated means WAS significant, indicating reliable change
from fall to spring in the mean scores for the six-site
Home Start sample on the Test Orientation scale and the con-
trol sample on the Sociability scale. All other comparisons
demonstrated positive change from fall to 3pring, but none
were.significant.

Stability and change in item res onses. Tables IV-70 and
IV-71 present the percent passing each POCL item in the fall
and spring for the six- and four-site samples. The items are
listed in decreasing order of gain in percent passing of the
Howe Start group. The rank of each item (1=greatest gain) is
also given to facilitate comparisons 'etween Home Start and
control or Home start and Head Start. The significance of
the gain for 4.!ach item was tested by comparing the proportion
of children answering the item correctly in the fall with the
spring proportion, using the chi square test for correlated
proportions.

The data in Table 7v 70 show that in the six-site-sample
Home S'..art children gai e* significantly on three items from
the Test Orientation scals, but none from the Sociability
scale. Control chi3dren demonstrated significant gain on two
items from the Sociability scale, but nong on the Test
Orientation scale.

In the four-site analysis, Home Start children do not
demonstrate any significant item gains. Head Start children
showed significant increase on one item from the Test
Orientation scale but none from the Sociability scale.

Factor analysis of item change. The items on the POCL
are seven-point rating scales. 1Ni score for each individual
is the sum of the ratings received on designated items. To
code each item for change, the simple difference between fall
and spring ratings per item was calculated. These item change
codes were submitted to a principal components analysis, using
unities in the diagonals. Sixty-five percent of the total
variance was extracted by two roots. The factor loadings
for these items are also presented in Table IV-72. The two
factors perfectly reflected the two scales on the POCL. Factor
I accounted for 36.6% of the total variance. All five test
orientation items loaded highest on this factor. Factor II
accounted for 28.7% of the total variance. All four of the
sociability items loaded highest on this factor.
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Summary. The spring 1974 data analysis replicates find-
ings from fall 1973. The POCL contains two homogenous factors
which are highly reliable. As before, high interitem and item-
subtotal correlations exist both within and across scales. The
interscale correlation is .65. This can be attributed to common
method variance and a "halo" rating effect by the testers, caus-
ing overlap between the Test Orientation and Sociability factors.

Test-retest reliabilities were satisfactory for the Home
Start and control samples on the Test Orientation scale, and
the alpha coefficients for all four samples were excellect.
The test-retest reliability of the Sociability scale was
adequate for three of the samples, but unacceptable for the
Head Start sample. Sociability scale alphas were excellent
for all four samples.

The t ratio for correlated means vaas significant, indi-
cating reliable change from fall to spring in the mean scores
for the six-site Home Start sample on the Test Orientation
scale and the control sample on the Sociability scale. All
other comparisons demonstrated positive change from fall to
spring, but none was significant. An item change analysis
using the chi square test for correlated proportions re-
vealed significant positive change on three Test Orientation
items for the six-site Home Start group, two Sociability
items for the control group, one Test Orientation item for
the Head Start group and no items from the four-site Home
Start group.

The fa-tor solution for the POCL item changes followed
the two-sce.....3 pattern perfectly. This result is consistew.
with the high reliabilities both for internal consistency
and -Ufference scores found for t...a two POCL scores and the
moderately high test-retest correlations.
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Analyses of Parent Measures

High/Scope Home Environment Scale (HES)

Spring 1974 Analyses

The Home Environment Scale (HES) is a parent questionnaire
designed to obtain information about the child's home environ-
ment. The f.inal form of the HES, used both last fall and this
spring, has 37 items (see Table IV-73). Twenty-nine of the items
are "yes-no" questions on three different checklists and the
rest are single questions which present the mother with three
responses from which to choose. Out of these 37 items, only
26 are used in the six-scale analKses. Most of the extra
items were included in the questionnaire as fillers, since
they were likely to be answered favorably by the mothers and
thus contribute to a more pleasant interviewing experience.
The analyses are based on a sample of 434 parents.

Response distributions. The percent of responses in
each scoring category are presented for the entire sample
and each group in Table IV-73. The items are listed by scale
in Table IV-74 and discussed below. In respect to the 11 extra
items, seven had at least 60% favorable responses, five had
over 80% and the remaining four ranged from 44% to 57%.

As with last fall's data, on scale I (warm mother in-
volvement) there was an uneven response distribution in the
total sample for all but one of the items (talk about
activities). Items 4 (household tasks), 6 (join in play
activities) and 8 (talk about feelings) showed a high pro-
portion of positive responses (i.e. a high frequency reported
for the activity). Item 10 (play make-believe games) had a
disproportionate number of responses in the "not that often"
category. Compared to last fall, the figures were lower on
the top response for every item (the greatest frequency)
but higher on the middle response. The net result was that
while item 3 remained the same, items 6 and 8 had more parents
responding in the top two categories and items 4 and 10 had
less.

For scale II items (checklist of playthings), the total
sanple data showed a generally even response distribution.
Although, like last fall, the percentages of °no" responses
were still quite high, every item did have a greater percent
responding positively this spring.

On scale llt (mother teaches child) the responses were
evenly diste.:..uted except for item llg and llh ("say ABC's"
and "recognize numbers") in which the positive response
had higher percentages, All of the items had larger per-
centages in the "yes" category as compared to the figures
from last fall. .
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On scale IV (child helps with household tasks) the
results break into two categories. The children do not
generally help with the preparation of food (peel, mix or
stir) but they do help shop and put away dishes and clothes.
Although the same pattern existed last fall, there was a
larger percentage of positive responses this time.

As found last fall, scale V (books or reading) showed
evenly distributed responses in the total group. However,
once again the number of responses in the higher frequency
categories did increase. In response to the question about
television (scale VI) almost one-half of all parents said
that their children watched television two hours a day or
more, but this number was somewhat lower than last fall.

Correlations. An intercorrelation matrix of the 26
items and the item subtotal correlations are presented in
Table IV-75. The item-subtotal correlations were not generally
high (with the exception of scale III) but only one item (5f)
had a correlation less than .20. With the exception of two
items (9h and 5e) the figures obtained this spring were higher
than those from last fall. A comparison of the three groups
showed the item-subtotal correlations to be relatively similar)
although Head Start was quite low on seven of the items.

Factor analysis. Table IV-76 presents the item loadings
that resulted from the principal components factor analyses
when four factors were specified in a varimax rotation.
The four factors accounted for 37.3% of the total variance,
slightly higher than that accounted for in the fall (35.1%).
The 23 items for scales I through IV were included in this
analysis. Similar to the fall results, scales I and III
loaded on separate factors while scales II and IV were split
(see Table IV-77). The Kaiser statistic was .42 and the median
squared multiple R was .20.

When the analysis specifiod all eigenvalues greater than
1.0, 51.5% of the variance was accounted for by seven factors.
Items for scales I and II were generally clustered while II
and IV remained split.

Reliability. The subtotal scores were calculated by
summing the numbers designated to the response for each group
of items. The internal consistency reliabilities of the
resulting totals for the five scales were .72, .58, .89, .54
and .57, ranging from .06 to .20 above last fall's alphas.
The alpha coefficients were similar for Home Start and the
control group but generally lower for the Head Start group,
especially on scales II, IV and V.
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Whole score descriptive data. The means, standard devia-
tions and standard errors of means are presented by scale for
the total sample and the three groups in Table IV-78. A finding
similar to last fall was that the mean scores on all of the
scales were each approximately 66% of the total possible score.
The Home Start and Head Start scores wre close on all scales
but the control group were consistently lower.

Pall-Spring Change Analyses

Reliability. Because the analysis of program efEects is
based on two different samples (a six-site sample for the com-
parison of Home Start and control groups and a four-site sample
for the Home Start-Head Start comparison), the test-retest and
internal consistency reliabilities have also been calculated fox
those samples as well as for the total samp''e (see Table IV-12).
The fall-spring or tert-retest, reliability of the Playthings
scale was adequate with the two Home Start samples somewhat
lower (range = .42 - .47) than the control (.53) and Head Start
(.51) groups. The internal consistency reliability (coefficient
alpha) was similar for the Home Start and control samples
(range = .50 - .59), but lower for the Head Start sample (.44).
The reliability of the difference score based on the total sample
was .13. The fall-spring test-retest reliability of the Mother
Teaches scale ranged from .53 to .75; the alphas for the Head
Start sample increased from .53 in the fall to .68 in the
spring. The reliability of the difference score was .39. The
test-retest correlations of the Household Tasks scale ranged
from .50 to .58. On this scale the internal consistency
reliability was poor (range = .31 - .50), with the Head Start
sample noticeably woxse than the other three (range = .31 - .34).
The difference score was completely unreliable. The test-retest
reliability of the Mother Involved scale was satisfactory
(range = .54 - .60) with the Home Start samples somewhat lower than
either the Head Start or control samples. The alpha coefficient
of the control group was higher than the other three samples,
though all were acceptable. The reliability of the difference
score was .08. The test-retest reliability of the Books scale
ranged from .47 to .59, with the Home Start groups generally
lower than the control or Head Start group. The alpha coeffi-
cients were acceptable, ranging from .45 to .61, with the six-
site sample somewhat higher than either of the four-site samples.
The reliability of-the difference score was .23.
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Average growth from fall to sprinv. The means and standard
deviations o the fall and spring testing and of the difference
scores are presented in Table IV-79. Again, these data are
tabulated by sample--the four- and six-site Home Start samples,
the six-site control sample and the four-site Head Start sample.
In all four cases, the t ratio for correlated means on the
P1aythin4s scale was significant, indicating reliable change
from fall to spring in the mean score. The t tests for the
Mother Teaches scale demonstrated significant positive change
in both Home Start samples, but not in either the control or
the Head Start groups. The t tests for the Household Tasks
scale uncovered significant positive change in both Home Start
samples and the Head Start sample, hut not in the control group.
For the Mother Involvement scale, no significant positive change
occurred, but change in the control and Head Start samples was
in the negative direction with the latter significant. On
the Books scale, only the control group did not significantly
change in a positive direction from the fall to the spring.

Stability_and change in item responses. Tables IV-80 and
IV-Elpresent the percent passing each HES item in the fall and
spring for the.six- and four-site samples. The items are listed
by scale in decreasing order of gain in percent passing of the
Home Start group. The rank of each item (1=greatest gain) is
also given to facilitate comparisons between Home Start and
control or Home Start and Head Start. The significance of
the gain for each item was tested by comparing the proportion
of children answering the item correctly in the fall with the
spring proportion, using the chi square test for correlated
proportions.

The data in Table 1V-80 show that in the six-site sample
Home Start children gained significantly on all of the items
from the Books and Playthings scales and five of the six items
from the Mother Teaches scale. The one item for which the
increase in the proportion was not significant was for mother
teaching child how to write his name. On the Household Tasks
scale, three of the six items showed a significant increase in
proportion of children allowed to perform the task. These were
stirring when things cooking, cleaning or peeling food, and
clearing dishes. On the Mother Involvement scale, there were
no significant changes in item means from fall to spring. Two
of the items, playing make believe with the child, and talking about
the child's activities, showed a slight mean decrease.

Control children (Table IV-80) only gained on four HES items.
On Books, there was a significant increase in mean on the item
raflecting the number of books in the :one, but a decrease in mean
On the item reflecting the amount of timc the mother reads to the child.
On Playthings, there were sigAiZicanL incxeases in tae proportion
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of item endorsements on two of the six items. These were having
scissors available and having tape, paste or stapler available.
One item showed a drop in proportion endorsement, having put-
together toys. On Mother Teaches, only one item showed a signi-
ficant increase in proportion of mothers trying to teach a skill-,
the skill being recognizing numbers in books. The proportion
endorsement for recognizing letters in books decreased slightly
from fall to spring. On Household Tasks, there were no signifi-
cant changes in proportion of item endorsement from fall to
spring. Two of the items, cleaning or peeling food and putting
away clean clothing, showed a slight drop in proportion endorse-
ment from fall to spring. On Mother Involvement, there were no
significant changes in item means from fall to spring. All
average,changes on Mother Involvement were decreases for the con-
trol sample.

In the four-site Home Start analysis (Table IV-81), the
smaller Home Start sample showed significant increasss on all
items from the Books, Playthings and Mother Teaches scales.
On the Household Tasks scale, there were significant increases
in proportion of tasks performed on three of the six items.
These were cleaning or peeling food, clearing dishes, and mixing
or baking. There was a very slight average decrease on finding
foods at the store. On Mothei Involvement, there were no sig-
nificant average changes on any items. There was a slight
average decrease on talking about child's activities.

Head Start children (Table IV-81) showed d eignificant change on
seven HES items. On Books, there was a significant average increase
with respect to the number of books in the home, but not with
respect to how often the parent reads to the child. On Play-
things, two of the increases in item endorsement proportions
were significant. These were for having scissors available
and for having patats or magic markers available. On Mother
Teaches, there were no significant increases on item endorse-
ment rates. Address and phone number, letters in books, and
words on signs showed an increase in proportion, while no
change in proportion was found for writing name and recognizing
numbers. A slight decrease was found for saying the ABC's.
On Household Taske, there were two significant increases in
proportions from fall to spring. These were for cleaning or
peeling food and for clearing dishes. A slight decrease in
proportion was found for putting away clean clothes. On
Mother Involvement, there were two items showing a significant
decrease in mean from fall to spring. These were for helping
to cook or clean and for,playing make believe with the child.
Two other items showed an average decrease. These were talking
about feelings, and joining in child's games.
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Factor analysis of checklist item change. Two kinds of
items appeared on the HES--checklists and rating scales. The
factor analysis of the checklist items is discussed first.
One checklist, household tasks, consisted of six items, all of
which were summed together to form a scale. Six of the 12
playthings items were summed to form a scale, and six of the
11 things mother was trying to teach child were summed to form
a scale. These three scales followed the pass-fail test scoring
format where an item was scored zero if not endorsed by the
mother and scored "1" if endorsed by mother. The score for a
child on any scale was the sum of the item scores for that scale,
or the number of items endorsed by the mother. Eleven checklist
items were not included in any scales but were included in the
HES item change factor analysis. Items were scored for change
using the following convention:

2 = item endorsed both times;
1 = item not endorsed in the fall but endorsed in

the spring;
0 = item not endorsed both in the fall and in the

spring;
-1 = item endorsed in the fall, but not endorsed in

the spring.

These item codes were then factor analyzed for all children
with no missing items (N=364). A principal components analysis
was done using unities in the diagonals. Fifty-one percent of
the total variance was extracted by nine roots. The factor
loadings of the 29 items on these nine factors are presented in
Table 1V-82. In the following discussion, the items loading
on each factor are discussed in terms of the gains in percent
passing (as presented in Tables IV-80 and IV-81).

The four items loading highest on factor I came from the
playthings checklist. The three items scored in the Playthings
scale that loaded onthis factor were scissors, scotch tape, and
paint. Crayons also loaded here but was not included in the
score for playthings. Both Home Start samples showed signifi-
cant increase in item endorsement for the three scored items.
In the control sample, significant increase in proportion was
found for scissors and scotch tape. For the Head Start sample,
significant increase was fo'Ind for scissors and paint.

Three of the things mothers teach loaded highest on
factor II. None of these was included in the Mother Teaches
scale. These items were colors, teaching to count, and shapes.
In the total sample, only shapes showed a significant increase
in proportion endorsement from fall to spring. The endorsement
rate was extremely high both fall and spring for the other two
items, colors and counting.
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Three items, one from each checklist, loaded highest on
factor III. Stirring things and teaching to read words both
loaded positively on this factor; having old picture catalogs
loaded negatively. The playthings item, having a high endorse-
ment rate both fall and spring, was not scored on the Playthings
scale. Both stirring and teaching to read words were scored.
Both Home Start samples showed significant increase in item
endorsement on these two items. The increase in item endorsement
for the control and Head Start samples was not significant.

Five items loaded highest on factor IV. Two of the items,
teaching ideas like big and little and teaching nursery rhymes,
were not scored on the Mother Teaches scale. In the total
sample there was a significant increase in proportion trying to
teach ideas such as big and little. There was no change in
proportion teaching nursery rhymes. Both the fall and the
spring endorsement rates for this item were extremely high.
The other three items loading highest on factor IV came from
the Playthings scale. One of these, yarn, was not scored on
the Playthings scale. The increase in item endorsement on
yarn was not significant for the total sample. The other two
playthings items loading on this factor were having put-together
toys and jigsaw puzzles. Both Home Start samples showed sig-
nificant increase in item endorsement for these two items. The
increases in item endorsement for the control sample and for
the Head Start sample were not significant.

One household task item (clearing dishes) and one teaching
item (address and phone number) loaded highest on this factor V.
The proportions for the two Home Start samples increased sig-
nificantly for these two items. In the Head Start sample, only
the increase in proportion for clearing dishes was significant.

Two of the household tasks items loaded highest on factor VI:
finding food at the store and putting away clean clothes. No
significant increases in either of these items were found. Both
the control sample and the Head Start sample decreased in pro-
portion patting away clean clothes.

Three of the unsored playthings items loaded on factor VII:
hammers, make-believe toys, and plants. Only plantS showed a
significant increase in proportion from fall to spring in the
total sample. Two housthold task items also loaded highest on
this factor: mixing or baking and cleaning or peeling food.
The two Home Start samples and the Heae Start sample each showed
a significant increase on the cleaning or peeling item. The
proportion endorsement declined for the control group. Only the
smaller Home Start sample showed a significant increase on mixing
or baking.
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Two of the scored teaching items loaded highest on factor VIII.
These were teaching to write name and teaching to recognize num-
bers in a book. The item eaorsement rate remained constant for
each of these items in the Head Start sample. For the smaller
Home Start sample, both items showed a significant increase,
while the total Home Start sample showed a significant increase
only on teaching to recognize numbers. The control group also
showed a significant increase on the numbers item.

One scored playthings item and one scored mother teaches
item loaded highest on factor IX. These were clay and saying
the ABC's. Both Home Start samples showed significant increase
on each of these items.

Factor analysis of ratin scale item change. Eight of the
HES items had a rating scale ormat with each response option
representing a location on a gradient. Five of these items were
summed together to form the Mother Involvement scale, and two
were summed together to form the Books scale.

A score for each item was devised to reflect the change
in item response by the simple subtraction of the fall response
from the spring response. These item change scores on the eight
rating scale items werl then factor analyzed using a principal
components solution with unities in the diagonals. Forty-seven
percent of the total variance was accounted for by three roots. The
fextor loadings of the eight items on these three factors are
presented in Table IV-83. In the following discussion, the items
loading on each factor are discussed in terms of the gains in
perm.nt passing (as presented in Tables IV-00 and IV-81).

Two of the mother involvement items loaded highest on
factor I; they were talks about child's activities and joins
in child's games. Only the Head Start sample showed a slight
increase in mean for the talks about child's activities item,
and only the Home Start samples showed a slight increase on the
joins in child's games item. The other average differences on
these two items were representative of decrease. The third item
loading highest on this factor was how often mother read to child.
The average increase for the WO Home Start samples on this
item was significant. For the control sample the average change
was a decrease, and for the Head Start sample the average change
was an increase. Neither of these was significant.

The three items which loaded highest on factor II came from
the Mother Involvement scale. They were: helps with housework,
talks dbout child's feelings, and plays make believe with the
child. Both the control and the Head Start samples showed
average decreases on each of these three items. For the Head
Start sample, the decreases on housework and make believe were
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significant. For the two Home Start samples, only the make
believe average change was negative for the total Home Start

sample. All other average changes for Home Start were positive

but not :significant.

Kow often the child watches television and the number of
books in the home loaded highest on factor III. The television
item was not scored separately by sample, but in the total
sample the item mean decreased significantly. All four samples
showed significant increases on number of books in the home.

Summary
-

In response to scale I items (Mother Involvement) mothers
said that they often spent time with their child playing and
talking about the child's activities and feelings but that they
rarely joined in the child's make-believe games. Concerning
playthings in the home, over 50% of the mothers said that each
item was available for the child. In addition, over two-thirds
of the families had at least several children's books in the house
and read to the child several times a week or more, although
most of the children still watched TV everyday. A majority
of the mothers had been working with their child on school
readiness skills, especially on how to recite the ABC's and
recognize numbers in books. And while most mothers didn't let
their children help to prepare a meal, they did let them put
away dishes and clothes.

The fall-spring psychometric analysis found the test-retest
reliability of the Playthings scale to be adequate for all sam-
ples. Internal consistency reliability was acceptable for the
home Start and control samples, but marginal for the Head Start
sample. Test-retest reliability of the Mother Teaches scale was
acceptable for the Head Start and control groups, but unacceptable
for either Home Start group. Alpha coefficients for the Mother
Teaches scale were satisfactory for all samples. Test-retest
reliability of the Household Tasks scale was in the acceptable
range, however, the internal consistency was poor for all samples.
Test-retest reliabilities and alpha coefficients of the Mother
-nvolved and Books scale were all satisfactory.

In all four cases, the t ratio for correlated means on the
Playthings scale was significant, indicating reliable aange
from fall to spring in the mean score. The t tests for the
Mother Teaches scale demonstrated significant positive change
in both Home Start samples, but not in either the control or
the Head Start groups. The t tests for the Household Tasks
scale uncovered significant positive change in both Home Start
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samples and the Head Start sample, but not in the control group.
For the Mother Involvement scale, no significant positive change
occurred, but change in the control and Head Start samples was
in the negative direction with the latter significant. On
the Books scale, only the control group did not significantly
change in a positive direction from the fall to the spring.

In the six-site sample, Home Start children gained significantly
on all of the items from the Books and Playthings scales and five
of the six items from the Mother Teaches scale. On the Hovsehold
Tasks' scale, three of the six items showed a significant increase
in proportion of children allowed to perform a task. On the
Mother Involvement scale, there were no significant changes in
item means from fall to spring. Control children gained on
four HES items; two from Playthings, one from Books'and one from
Mother Teaches.

The smaller Home Start sample showed significant increases
on all items from the Books, Playthings and Mother Teaches scales.
On the Household Tasks scale, there were significant increases
in proportion of tasks performed on three of the six items.
On Mother Involvement, there were no significant average changes
on any items. Head Start children showed significant change
on seven items; one item from Books, two from Playthings, two from
the Household Tasks scale showed positive change. Two items
from the Mother Involved scale changed in a negative direction.

It was necessary to conduct two separate factor analyses
of item change, one for checklist items and one for rating scale
items. For the checklist items, 51% of the total variance was
extracted by nine roots. For the rating scale items, 47% of the
total variance was accounted for by three roots. One factor
from the checklist analysis defined by three items indicating
that mother teaches color, shape and number was similar to a fac-
tor found on the PSI and Denver.
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Mother Behavior Observation Scale (MHOS)

The Mother Behavior Observation Scale is a ten-item obser-
vation checklist filled out by the community interviewer
following the last visit to a family. The items are listed
in Table IV-84. The checklist provides three possible responses
corresponding to the frequency that the behavior was observed
(never, once or twice, and three times or more) as well as a

,column to indicate that the mother was not present. There
are five items belonging to a "Supportive" behavior scale and
four to a "Punitive" scale. One item (amount of child's
art wOrk displayed in the home) refers to behavior not directly
observed and belongs to neither scale. In addition, this item
was not recorded for most of the Head Start families since test-
ing generally took place at the Head Start center. The
analyses omit this item and are based on the 423 completed
observation forms.

Response distributions. The percent of responses in each
scoring category for each item is presented in Table IV-05 for
the total sample and each group. On most items, both supportive
and punitive, the behaviors were never observed in over half
of the cases. However, the punitive behaviors were observed
less often than the supportive behaviors. On the average for
the punitive behaviors, "never" was chgcked 69.3% of the t3.mei
"never" was checked only 52.0% of the time for the supportive
behaviors. In 83.5% of the homes community interviewers saw
no examples of the child's art work. A8 compared to the fall,
these "never" figures were lowe? and the "observed once or
twice" were higher on every item. For the "three or more
times" category six items were higher than the fall and four
lower.

Correlations. An intercorrelation matrix of the nine
items and the fE&-subtotal correlations are presented in
Table IV-EG. The item-subtotal correlations were relatively
high; although the correlation of item 3 (holds child on lap)
with its subtotal was only .25, all of the other item-sub-
total correlations were between .53 and .65, more than .10
higher than last fall's range. Home Start generally had
the lowest item-subtotal corre-lations and the control group
the highest, The median squared multiple R was .39.
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Factor analy0,. Table 1V-87 presents the'item loadings
that resulted ft-Oil-the principal components factor analysis
with varimax rotation when two factors.were specified. The
two factors accounted for 54.4% of the total variance,
somewhat higher than last fall's figure of 48.8%. The nine
iters from the two scales separated perfectly (see Table 1V-88)
with the exception of item 3 which had a very low factor
loading. When all roots with eigenvalues greater than one
were extracted, three factors were obtained accounting for
67.3% of the total variance. In separate analyses for the
three groups specifying two factors,- the scales stayed intact
except for the Head Start data in which scale II items-were
split. The Kaiser statistic was .76.

Reliability. The subtotal scores were calculated by
summing the nuMhers designated to the response for items
on each scale. The internal consistency reliabilities of
the resulting totals were .76 and .79e-slightly tigher-than
those obtained last fall (.69 and .73). The alpha coefficients
were similar for Home Start and Head Start but higher for the
control group.

Whole score descriptive data. The means, standard devia-
tions and standard errors of means are presented by scale for
the total sample and the three groups in Table XV-89. On the
Supportive scale, the score is just over 50% of the total
possible while it is just under for the Punitive scale. Both
scores are slightly higher than those from last fall.

Summary. More mothers displayed supportive behaviors
(48.0%) than punitive behaviors (31.7%), although neither
was observed with high frequency. The mothers rarely inter-
fered with testing by making negative comments or threatening
the child with later punishment, but only one-half of them
ever praised or encouraged their children. These results were
similar for mothers in all three groups and also fairly similar
to the results obtained.last fall although all items were
observed with a slightly higher frequency this spring.
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Parent Interview (PI)

The Home Start Parent Interview (PI) was originally developed
to obtain information al.:Jut the child's medical history, the
parent's involvement in activities outside the home, and the
parent's use of community resources. It was ilso used as a
vehicle for obtaining feedback from the parents on their re-
actions to the testing and the programs themselves. Two sets
of questions were added thi spring--one to assess the number
and type of accidents and how they were treated (discussed -
below under medical and dental care) and one to assess parent's
sense of control. Because of the increased number of questions,
the instrument was divided into two parts, one administered
during the first visit, the other during the second.

This report of PI data is designed to present,a_summary
picture of the Home Start families involved in tfie summative
evaluation. For details of the item response distributions
in terms of the percent of responses in each of the categories,
see Tables IV-90 , IV-91 and IV-93. The findings are sum-
marized here under five headings: family and child character-
istics, medical and dental care, parent participation, use of
community resources, reactions to the program and mother's
sense of control. Findings on the parents' reactions to the
testing were reported in Chapter III.

Family and Chau Characteristics

The information on family and child characteristics was
obtained from items 1-3 and 19-35 of Parent Interview II (see
Table IV- 90). As found last fall, the "average" family in
the total sample had 3.4 children, including the focal child.
Pennies in Rome Start and in the control group had the same
average number of children (3.5) while Head Start families had
slightly fewer children (3.2 per family). The focal child in
all groups tested had an average of one younger and two older
siblings.

One of the questions on the Parent Interview referred to
preschool (other tAan Hone Start) or Head Start experience of
the focal children prior to last fall. The data showed that
10.6% of the total sample had pr2viously been in preschool
programs. Head Start had the highest percentage (21.4%) as
compared to Hone Start (6.8%) and the control group (6.9%).
The group differences can be accounted for by the fact that
head Start, in sone sites, is a three-year program with
children starting at an earlier age. Head Start families
also had a greater percentage (50.9%) of oluer siblings who
had been in either Head Start or Home Start as compared to
Nome Start families (2648%) or control families (24.0%).
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Of the 434 respondents (95% of whom were the mothers),
29.9% had graduated from high school. , Examination of individual
groups showed that similar to last fall's findings, 24.6% of
the Home Start focal parents, 33.9% of the control groups and
33.9% of the Head Start parents had completed high school.
In contrast to the Head Start group (19.6%), only 2.6% of the
Home Start and 2.4% of the control parents haa completed one
or more years of college. While these figures are nearly
the same as found last fall for the first two groups, the
figure for Head Start increased by almost nine percentage
points. A likely explanation for the difference in groups
is that Head Start, as a center-based program, gives'the mother
time to attend school which she might not be able to do if her
child were at home.

Similar to last fall's data, 4.6% of the respondents were
found to be taking courses at the time of the interview. Home
Start had the highest percentage of respondents current4.
enrolled in courses (6.8%) as compared to the control group
(2.3%) and Head Start (3.6%). The Home Start figure has
increased since last fall, the control group has remained
the same and Head Start has decreased. A majority of the
respondents who were continuing their educations were enrolled
in adult education courses (60%) while the rest were split
between college courses (25%) and high school courses (15%).

Among all of the respondents, 33.3% currently had paying
jobs, slightly higher than the fall's figure ef 28.9%. The
percentage among all other groups was higher than in the fall
although the Head Start percentage was still much higher than
that for the other two groups (Homo Start-20.8%, control-20.9%,
and Head Start-68.7%). This difference is explained by the
Head Start requirement that a certain percentage of children
enrolled have mothers who are working. Of those respondents
who were working, a majority (71.5%) were employed in full-
time positions. In approximately 50% of the families someone
other than the respondent provided a source of income; in
over 90% of these cases it was the father.

Medical and Dental Care

Data on medical and dental care was obtained from items
5-18 of Parent Interview II (see Table XV- 90). Most of the
children in the total sample had received DPT, polio and
measles inoculations prior to testing. Examination by group
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showed that Head Start consistently had the largest percentage
of children inoculated while the control group had the smallest.
With the exception of the percentage of control children who have
had DPT shots, all figures were consistently higher than last
fall's.

The average length of time since children Lad last seen a
doctor was 4.6 months for the total sample, two months less than
in the fail. Home Start and Head Start children had typically
not seen a doctor for four months while control children had.not
seen a doctor for six months. The majority of the visits were
for something wrong (61.5%) rather than for a check-up (38.5%).
However, 49.7% of the visits by the Home Start children were for
check-ups as compared to 37.5% of the visits by Head Start child-
ren and 22.7% by control group. Approximately 1/3 of the Head
Start families were assisted by Head Start personnel while close
to one-half of the Home Start families were assisted by a home
visitor; assistance took the form of making the appointment
and/or providing transportation. In addition; thel)rogiams
paid for approximately 30% of their families' visits. Very few
control families received any form of assistance from outside
of the family.

The average amount of time that had passed since the focal
child had seen a dentist was 3.7 months, nearly half that of
the time reported last fall. Again, the time since the control
group's last visit was conside,-ably longer than Home Start or
Head Start (6.9 as compared to 3.1 and 4.3 months)... In contrast
to the visits to doctors, visits to dentists were.generally for a
check-up (68.8%). Head Start and Home Start personnel assisted
their families on approximately 90% of the visits by making
the appointments and/or providing transportation. The programs
also paid for over 80% of the visits.

The type of accidents that the focal children suffered
most frequently were falls (15.4%) and cuts (12.0%). The number
of responses in all other categories was too low to draw any
conclusions other than that the frequency of accidents that the
mother considered to be "serious" was low. Although the data
from the three groups were quite similar, Home Start generally
had the highest figures and Head Start the lowest. The amount
of time that Read Start children spend in the center may account
for this trend. About one-half of the incidents of falls and
cuts were treated at a hospital or by a doctor rather than at
home but very few necessitated staying overnight.
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Parent Participation

;

The interview included questions about the parent's
participation in community groups and organizations such as
Boy Scouts, the PTA and church organizations (item 33, Table
IV-90). For the total sample all figures were comparable
to those from the fall, with the greatest participation' (36.7%
of the families) in church organizations or social clubs. The,
figures remained relatively unchanged within ach group as
well, with the control group still participating the least
(60.8% reported no participation in the groups listed) and
Head Start the most (67.0% participated in one or-more groups).
Of the total sample, half of the families reported that they
were not active in,any group, about one-third said there was
one group in which they were active and about 204 reported
participating in more than one group. Head Start 'had a con-
siderably larger percentage-pf families (33.0%) active in two
or more organizations as compared-Eo HOMe-Stait'Tigr30de the
control group (12.3%). This may be due to the fact that a
greater proportion of Head Start families are located in urban
areas where group participation is not as easily deterred by
transportation problems.

Use of Community Resources

Item 36 of Parent Interview II asked about awareness of
and use of community agencies and services (see Table IV-90).
Most parents in the total sample had a high level of awareness
of community resources. Over 90% of the parents interviewed
knew of welfare, food stamps, local hospitals, public health
clinics, child care or day care programs, food commodities,
state employment offices, job training programs and Planned
Parenthood. Awareness of medicaid, mental health clinics,
family counseling agencies, recreational programs, legal aid
and the housing authority was above 69%. These figures were
generally higher than those obtained last fall although once
again there was very little variance among groups in terms of
their awareness.

A much smaller percentage of the sample population,
however, had ever used the resources. The most widely used
facilities were the local hospitals (83.7%) and the public
health clinics (80.6%). Other resources used by over half
of the families included food stamps, welfare and the state
employment office. The least used were the mental health
clinics and family counseling agencies. The figures matched
those from the fall data and once again all three groups were
quite similar.
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As with last fall, local hospitals and public health
clinics were in greatest use at the time of the interview .

(55.9% and 61.1%). Approximately one-third of the sample
were also currently receiving food stamps and welfare.

All families were also asked if either of the programs
assisted them in using any of the resources. The most assis-
tance was received in order to obtain services from public
health clinics. Nome Start and Head Start received the most
assistance (29.5% and 23.2%) and the control group reported
that they received assistance much less frequently (6.4%).
The high incidence of Head Start parents receiving aSsidtance
with day care programs may be a function of the fact that the
Head Start program itself can be interpreted as day care
service.

Reactions to Home Start and ',lead Start Programs

Parent Interview I contained five open-ended questions
designed to find out what Home Start and Head Start parents
and children liked and disliked'about their respective programs
and what future benefits they expected to derive from them (see
Table /V-91 , items 9-14). To the first question which asked
what the focal child especially liked about Home Start or Head
Start, there was an interesting group difference. Forty percent
of Home Start mothers reported that their child particularly
liked the educational activities and 29.8% reported their
child liked the social activities. Head Start responses were
just the reverse: 11% reported that the focal child especially
liked educational activities and 62% said their child liked
the social activities. Approximately 12% of the Home Start
parents mentioned that their child liked the home visitor, but
none of the Head Start parents mentioned the Head Start teacher.
As compared to last fall the percent of positive responses from
both groups concerning the educational activities decreased
somewhat but the percent in favor of the social activities,
field trips and teachers increased. Seven percent of the Home
Start mothers and 17% of the Head Start mothers reported non-
specific positive comments about their programs, for example,
"likes the center" and "likes the center's food." Approximately
10% of the Home Start"mothers and 7% of the Head Start mothers
mentioned that field trips were a good program activity.

When asked what they didn't like about the program, only
27% of the Home Start mothers made a negative comment; 73%
responded with a positive comment. The percentage of Home
Start mothers responding with negative comments was consider-
ably lower than it was last fall. When asked the same question,
Head Start mothers were more likely to mention a negative aspect
of the program (48%); of these, the single largest complaint
was about naps (23.4%).
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The greatest percentage of Home Start (68.4%) and Head
Start (80.2%) parents made only nonspecific comments about
the program when asked "what other things do you think the
program should do for your child?" Some Home Start parents
did comment that they would like the program to focus more
on school readiness (5.8%), and that the home visit was too
short (6.3%). Some Head Start parents were also concerned
about school readiness (5.4%), while others thought social
adjustment (5.4%) should receive greater emphasis.

Home Start and Head Start parents were also compared on
their knowledge of, and participation in, policy council meet-
ings and parent get-togethers (Table IV-91, items 15-21).
Fifty-five percent of the Home Start parents had heard of the
policy council, compared with 70% of the Head Start parents.
Of those parents who were aware of the policy council, 60%
of Home Start parents (compared to 49% of Head Start parents)
said they had attended a meeting.

Mothers in both programs were also asked two open-ended
questions in reference to parent meetings. The first question
asked what was discussed at parent meetings. About 79% of
the Home Start mothers and 97% of the Head Start mothers who
responded said the main topics at meetings were program policy,
such as election of officers and/or planning group activities.
These figures were considerably higher than those from last fall.
Nina percent of the Home Start mothers indicated that community
resources were also discussed; no Head Start mothers mentioned
community resources. Topics which were not mentioned by many
mothers in either program were educational activities, health,
and child rearing. The second question asked parents if anything
significant was not mentioned at parent meetings. Ninety percent
of the parents dia-hot feel that any important topics were
omitted from public discussion. Of mothers responding that
additional topics should be discussed, staff problems, equal
rights, and getting more parents involved in the program were
typical suggestions.

A greater number of Home Start mothers (91%) than Head
Start mothers (77%) reported that there had been planned
program get-togethers or outings for parents. Attendance,
however, was only slightly different for the two groups
(Homs Start 79.2% and Head Start 72.9%). The percentage
of mothers who said there had been get-togethers increased
considerably from last fall but the attendance figures
have maintained their high rate.

In general, it appears that more Head Start parents
are aware of policy council activities than Home Start
parentsIbut that the extent of parent participation in such
activities is about the same for both programs. Home Start
appears to have more informal get-togethers than Head Start
and Home Start parents report slightly higher attendance rates.
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Several questions from the spring 1974 Parent Interview
were administered to Head,Start parents to learn more about
the extent of child and parent involvement in the daily program
(see items 23-27, Table IV-91). Of the 110 mothers responding,
96% said their children spent a full five-day week at the center;
two children were reported to be attending four days a week and
two attended three days a week. Children spent an average of
7.6 hours a day in the Head Start center, but some spent as few
as five hours and others as many as nine hours. Mothers were
asked about the amount of time-they had spent in the Head
Start center in the past two weeks. of the 112 mothers
responding, 31 (27.7%) indicated they had spent time at the Head
Start center; 15 reported spending between one and three hours
at the center, ten estimated they spent between nine and 22
hours, and six mothers responded that they were at the center
more than 40 hours a week. When asked if Head Start staff
had spent time in their homes during the previous month,
30 mothers (27%) said yes and the average time of the visits
was about 90 minutes, with a range from 10 minutes to eight
hours.

Moiher's Sense of Control Inventory (MSCI)

One of the goals of the Home Start program is to
increase the parents' ability to deal with situations and
problems they encounter from day to day. It is hoped that
as parents become more comfortable with the processes of
obtaining medical care, using various community agencies
and participating in their children's education, they will
gain a greater sense of power or control over their own
circumstances. In spring 1974 a series of questions were
added to the Parent Interview in an attempt to assess parents'
sense of control. The eight questions, which ask the parent
how they would deal with a variety of problems, are presented
in Table IV-92. Four items asked how the Went would deal
with outside agencies or individuals--the sdhools (item 1),
city or countx government (item 4), policy (item 5) and a
landlord (item 6)--and four questions asked what they would
do about suspected or actual problems with their children--
hearing problem (item 2), accident (iteM 3), illness (item 7)
and eating problem (item 8).

Responses to the eight open-ended question; were coded
into three categories representing the degree to which mothers
indicated that they would take direct initiative in resolving
the lroblem. The definitions of the categories are as follows:

1 = Mother indicates that she would do nothing, that she
does not know what to do, or the action suggested by
the mother is not directed toward solving the problem;
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2 = Mother indicates that she would ask a third party
for help;

3 = Mother indicates she would take initiative for
direct action or would obtain more information
about the problem

The MSCI was administered to all 434 parents in the spring
sample, but 23 mothers had fewer than seven valid iteks and
were exclued from the analys'es.

Response distributions. The response distributions for
the MSCI items is presented in Table IV- 93. It is evident
that almost all of the mothers indicated a desire to take direct
action or seek more direct information. This finding is similar
for each of the groups. As a result of the clustering of more
than 80% of the responses in one category on all of the items,
the variance of the items and the sensitivity of the items to
group differences is minimal. Consequently,- the-MSCI-can not
be considered a satisfactory evaluation instrument.

Correlations. The item intercorrelations ind the corrected
item-scale correlations are presented in Table IV-94. It is
clödr that the extreme skewness of the items and the small item
variances were responsible for the poor interrelationship between
the items and the low item-scale score correlations. Both of
these psychometric indices support the conclusion that the MSCI
is not a satisfactory instrument.

Whole score descriptive data. The means, standard devia-
tions, and standard errors of the MSCI are presented by group
and for the total sample in Table IV-95, below. Since the
quality of the items on the MSCI is poor, no attempt was made
to interpret the meaning of the group scale differences.

, Table IV-95
MSC/ SCALE SCORES BY GROUP

Group 14 Mean

Home Start 179 22.0

Control 126 21.8

'Head Start 106 22.7

Total Sample 411 22.1
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Summar . The Mother's Sense of Control Inventory is a set
of eig t questions that were administered for the first time
this spring to assess parents' sense of control over problems
their children might have and problems with outside agencies.
Responses indicate that almost all parents desired to deal
with problems by taking direct action or by seeking additional
information. The failure of the responses to differentiate
individuals and the extremely low item intercorrelations in-
dicate that the MSCI is not an adequate instrument for detect-
ing program affects.

Summary_of the Parent Interview

The Parent Interview provided interesting informatiai-on
the characteristics of the three groups in the sample. Home
Start and control group families were the same size and neither
group had many families who had focal children or older siblings
with previous preschool experience. -On the other hand,-Hdad
Start families were slightly smaller and almost a quarter of the
.focal children and one-half of the older siblings had been
in a preschool program prior to last fall. As for the parent's
education, although Head Start and the control group had the
same percentage of mothers who were high school graduates, Head
Start had many more mothers-who had had at least a year of
college. Despite the facit that Home Start had the lowest
average level of education, the group had the greatest percentage
of parents currently enrolled in courses.

While the figures on the number of children who had been
inoculated and the length of tine since they had seen a doctor
or dentist all improved since last fail, medical and dental care
received by Head Start and Home Start children was considerably
better than that received by children in the control group.
These results appear to be..directly linked to the programs as
they provided assistance to their families by making appointments
or providing transportation as well as paying for over 30% of
the visits to doctors and over 80% of the visits to dentists.
All three groups were similar on the percentage of accidents
that the mothers perceived to be serious. Although the frequency
of all types of accidents was low, falls and cuts were most
prevalent and were generally treated by a doctor or at a hospital
rather than in the home.

As found in the fall, Head Start had the greatest percentage
of fanilics involved in comnunity organizations and the control
group the least. Home Start, showing some increase in the
figures since the fall, fell in the middle. All groups had the
greatest participation (over one-third of the families) in church
or social clubs. Head Start had a considerably larger percentage
of families involved in more than one organization than either
of the other two groups.
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Most parents had a high level of awareness of community
resources although relatively few were actually utilizing the
services. The facilities that were used most were the hospitals
and public health clinics while those used least were family
counseling agencies and mental health clinics. All three groups
were similar in their knowledge and fise of the resources although
the control families, as would be expected, rarely got assis-
tance from the Head Start or Home Start programs.

Family reactions to the Home Start and Head Start programs
suggested differences in the way parents view the programs.
Almost-all parents had favorable reactiond-to thdit-specific --
program, but Home Start parents tended to emphasize the
educational aspects while Head Start mothers mentioned the
social aspects. When asked about parent policy committees,
although a greater perbentage of Head Start parents were aware
of them, more Home Start parents actually attended such meetings.
In terms of parent get-tbgetherS1 Home
Start parents were aware of and attended such get-togethers,
although the rate of attendance did not differ greatly,from
the Head Start figure.

When Head Start mothers were questioned about their"own
and their children's participation in the program it was found
that almost all children spent five days a week and an average
of eight hours at the center. Only one-quarter of the mothers,
however, had visited the center within two weeks of the time
of interview. One-quarter of the mothers said that a Head
Start staff member had visited their home within the past month.
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8-Block Sort Task

One procedure for assessing mother-child interaction in
a teaching context is the 8-Block Task developed by Hess and
Shipman (1965) in their Chicago study of maternal teaching
styles. The 8-Block has been used in the Planned Variation
Head Start evaluation and in the ETS-Head Start Longitudinal
Study, which was one of the reasons it was originally selec ad
for use in the Home Start evaluation. In this section of the
report the 8-Block Task is described, evidence on the reliability
of coding from the tape recordings is reported, psychometric analyses
of the 35-category coding system are presented and the development
of the mother interaction "scores" from the spring 1974 data is
described.

Administering the 8-Block Task

Although the situation created by the task is artificial
it does provide an opportunity for direct observation of the
mother's behavior that complements the verbal reports obtained
from parents on the Home Environment Scale.

There are three stages in the 8-Block Task. First,
the community interviewer guides the mother through the
block sorting procedure in a standardized way, then the mother
is asked to teach the task to her child, and finally the child
is asked to demonstrate whether he has learned the principles
for sorting the blocks.

In the first stage, the community interviewer teaches the
mother how to sort eight wooden blocks into four quadrants of a
12" x 12" board. The blocks vary on four dimensions--height (tall
or short), mark (X or 0 on the ends of the blocks), color (red,
yellow, green, or blue), and shape (rectangular or circular in
cross-section). The relevant dimensions for sorting are height
and mark. In the second section of the task, the mother teaches
her child how to sort the blocks. Although the community inter-
viewer proceeds through a series of discrete steps in a fixed
order, the mother is told she can te.oh the child in any way she
wants. The third stage of the tas' bqgins when the mother tells
the community interviewer that she is finished with her ".teaching."
The community interviewer then gives the child two new blocks
(one at a time) and asks him to place them on the board in the
group where they "belong." The results of the child's placements
and his explanations of the placements indicate whether the child
has learned the sorting task and can generalize the sorting
principle to new objects that vary on the same dimensions. The
analysis of the child's'"score" has already been presented in an
earlier section of Chapter IV.
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The complete task administration was tape recorded using
battery-operated cassette tape recorders and the tapes were re-
turned to the High/Scope Foundation for coding. Nonverbal
behavior (mother moving blocks and punishing child and child
moving blocks) was recorded by ,the community interviewer on a
score form. Since no reliability estimates were available for
these categories, and since inonitoring reports indicated dif-
ficulties in recordin§ the child plarmments (see Chapter III),
it was decided not to include these zategories in the analyses.

The test administration procedures were consiatent from
fall to spring and only minor changes were made in the coding
system. Complete coding instructions can be found in Appendix
D of Interim Report IV. The 38 categories coded last fall were
reduced to 35 in the spring by dropping one category that rarely
occurred (talk about future task), by combining the praise
and acknowledge categories together, and by combining the threaten &
demean category with the bribe category. Before conducting the
fall-spring analyses reported here, thn Opropriate combination of
fall codings was done to make the fall and spring categories com-
parable.

Re-iability of Coding

Individual categories. Reliability of coding was established
before proceeding with analysis of the data. The 402 8-Block
tapes were coded by five individuals. In order to obtain estimates
of the extent to which the codings made by-one coder wbula agree
with those made by any of the others, a random sample of 16 tapes
was coded independently by all five coders. Although the coders
knew that the tapes were being used for establishing reliability,
they did not consult with each other about the coding.

The cuding procedure was based on analyzing a continuous
stream of events with no artificial divisions, such aa time
sampling. Thus, the number of events coded by each.coder for a
particular tape was not always the same. 1n order to calculate
reliability on an event-by-event basis the five codings were
aligned by inserting null events. This was done by comparing
each of the four coding forms with the cape and inserting null
events as required to equate the total number of events per tape.

The reliability method used was Cartwright's alpha. .The
procedure consists of comparing, event-by-event, the categories
coded by each pair of,coders. Tallies are kept of the number.of
times-the pair was in agreeMent and'the number of times the pair
did not agree on the coding of the category. The reliability
figure was calculated by dividing the total number of times the
category was used by at least one of the coders into the number
of times the coders agreed on the category selected, (agreements/
agreements+disagreements). This method of reliability calculation
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was selected rather than the overall percent agreement method
(total frequency by observer 1/total frequency by observer 2)
because the overall percent agreement does not insure that both
coders ever code the same behavior at the same time. For ex-
ample, if two coders observed ten events and each coded category
"A" five times and category "B" five times, th4 overall percent
agreement method results in a reliability estimate of 100% for
both categories even though coder 1 could have coded the odd
numbered events "A" and the even numbered events "B" while
coder 2 did the opposite. The event-by-event procedure demands
that both coders agree on the same event at the same point in
the stream of events.

This procedure was followed for each pair of the five
coders resulting in ten reliability estimates for each of the
35 original categories. The arithmetic mean of the ten estimates
for each category was taken to be the reliability estimate and
is reported in Table IV-95. A mean of .50 seems to be a reasonable.
interim for adequate reliability. Although agreement might
seem to be a low degree of agreement, it should be kept in mind
that with a 35-category coding system the probability of change
agreement on the assignment of an event to be a category is
extremely low. Of the 35 categories, 20 showed reliability
coefficients that were considered to be too low for inclusion
in analyses of individual categories. Five of the 20 categories,
however, are probably not stable reliability estimates because
the events being coded occurred so infrequently that one or
two disagreements had a drastic effect on Cartwright's alpha.

Reliability of scores. Four of the 8-Block interaction
"scores' described below are combinations of two or more indi-
vidual categories. The extent to which the coders agreed in the
coding of each score was also calculated. The Cartwright's
alpha reliability of each of these scores is presented in Table
IV-96. Two of the scores used in the 8-BlocIt analysis are not
simply combinations of already-coded categories. The coder
agreement for these categories was determined by calculating
the mean of the ten pair-wise correlations among coders. For
the Interactions/Minute score the mean r Was .991 for the Mean
Length of Mother String score the mean r was .97.

haasesof Spring 1974 Categories

Response distribution. As reported for the fall data,
response distributions were highly skewed with a large number
of mothers or children producing a narrow range of responses.
By dividing each frequency by the amount of time the mother
spent in teaching the child, the skewness was somewhat lessened.

110
102



At the same time the number of events was equated for time,
making the scores more comparable from one mother to.another.
All but four behavior categories occurred less than once per
minute (the mean events/minute ranged from a low of .03 for
"child direct request" to a high of 1.84.for "request under-
-tanding--unclassified").

The distributions of responses, divided into nine intervals,
are presented in Table IV-97. Although the distributions are
highly skewed, with the majority of mothers and children ex-
hibiting fewer than ,5 events per minute in a particular category,
there were a few events (such as child "Talk About--Unclassified")
for which as many as 5.2% of the individuals had between 4.5 and
10 events per minute.

Factor analysis. A principal components analysis with
varimax rotation was carried out on the 35 mother-child interaction
categories. Eleven factors with eigenvalues greater_than 1.D
,were extracted which accounted for 61.5% of the total variance'
(see Table IV-98); this compares with 10 factors accounting for
.59% of the variance in .last fall's data. Although the.exadt
loadings vary somewhat from previous factor analyses, there is
a tendency for the categories to *cluster in much.the same ways.'
The Request Talking categories (1-4) loaded together on factor I
along with two of the Child Talk categories and accounted for
3^,1% of the variance.

The correction categories loaded together (factor VII),many
of the mothers' non task-specific verbalizations loaded together,
and some of the dimension-specific (height and-mark) mothqr talk
variables loaded together (e.g., factor III). Although some
of the factors relate to conceptual dimensions of Aaterinal
teaching style that would be important to assess, the factor
structure is complex and not easily interpreted. Some of the
categories that would be expected to load together did not; in
fact six of the factors had only one or two items with substantial
loadings (i.e., greater than .50). Foui of the items had
communalities lower than .50.

8-Block Scores

Derivation of scores. The analysis of mother-child inter-
action data obtained from the 8-Block testing situation continues
to be highly exploratory. One reason for this is.the somewhat am-
biguous.nature of the 8rBlock data. On the one hand mother .

teaching variables are conceptualized as potentially important
program outcomes -- Home Start is a parent-oriented program and
certain changes in mothers' behavior are to be expected as an
outcome of participation in the home visit program. On the other
hand, it is also expected that one of the purposes of focusing
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the program on parents is that they (especially the mother) will
become important mediators of changes in their children's behavior.
With data on moiher teaching behavior obtained in an interactive
situation it is especially difficult to determine the direction
of the casual chain; in fact, there is every .reason to expect that
the mother's behavior should be a function of her child's behavior
as well as vice versa. If mothers behavior is conceptualized as
a mediating variable, then the 8-Block task can be viewed as an
observational procedure in which it might be possible to.identify
factors in the child's environment that change over the course
of the program and that might have some effect on one or more
child outcomes. For the first time in the Home Start evaluation,
there is comparable fall-spring 8-Block data (coding changestin
previous data collections had limited the comparability of data
across time). Thus it is possible to use the fall-spring data
collected this year to determine which 8-Block variables do reveal
change.

A second reason for the exploratory nature of these analyses
relates to limitations inherent in the 8-Block methodology.
Several features of the task and of the data available from that
task should be kept in mind as findings from the 8-Block are
presented. The procedure creates a relatively structured situation
in which the mother is asked to "teach" her child a sorting task
that is relatively difficult for most of the children (see results
of 8-Block child task, Table IV-41) and that is representative
of only a portion of teaching behaviors that could reasonably
be expected to change as A consequence of participation in-Home
Start. The information that could reasonably be obtained from .
this mother teaching situation is limited to verbal interactions.
Although verbal behaviors are crucial, this ii-WriMportant
limitation since, not only are nonverbal mother and child behaviors
excluded, but interpretations of verbalizations are restricted
when nonverbal components of the situation may be affecting
the mother's verbal teaching behavior. Nevertheless, information
obtained from the 8-Block does provide a picture of mother
behavior based on actual observation that supplements verbal
reports obtained by the Home Environment Scale.

The 8-Blonk "scores" included in the whole sOore analysis
(Chapter V) and in the analysis of program effects (Chapter VI)
have been constructed in an attempt to obtain psychologically
meaningful variables. Because this process is still in the
exploratory stage, the scores reported here should not, strictly
speaking, be used for inferring program effects. Rather, the
analyses included in this report are considered to be a necessary
preliminary step for Aeveloping specific hypotheses that will
be tested in the next wave of children now entering Home Start
and Head Start programs.
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The strategy has been to examine mother teaching variables
that seem to be psychologically meaningful (on the basis of the
literature and common sense) and then to look at group differences
on these variables and relationships between them and child out-
comes. The six "scores" selected for the whole score analysis,
then, represent a set of hypotheses regarding features of the
mother's behavior available from the 8-Block coding system that
would be the most meaningful indicators of program effects. .

The six scores describing mothers' behavior include four
that were derived from the coding categories and two that represent
a different aspect of teaching style. The four scores from
the 8-Block category system are:

Requost Talk. This score was obtained by summing
categories 1 to 3 (Request Talking--height, Request
Talking--mark, and Request Talking--height and mark).
Since the category frequencies were divided by total
teaching time (see Table IV-97) the score "controls"
for total time and represents the rate at which the
mother makes requests for talking rather than the
absolute number of such requests. It is assumed that,
other things being equal, high scores on Request
Talk represent desirable teaching behaviors since
these requests are attempts by the mother to elicit
verbalizations from the child that focus on the dimen-
sions that are relevant for sorting the blocks.
Verbalizations coded here include, for example, "What
size is this one?" "Is this X or is this 0?" and
"What's that on top of the block?"

Diagnostic. This score is category 4, Request Talking--
unclassaied. Instead of questions which aim to elicit
specific verbal responses, these are requests that seem
to be more likely to get the child to think about the
sorting problem. Mothers might ask, for example,
"What's the difference between these two blocks?" or
"How's this one the same as that one?" The label,
diagnostic, represents an assumption that mothers may
use these questions as a device for understanding or
diagnosing the child's comprehension of the task
whereas Request Talk is designed to elicit labeling.

Talk About. This score is the sum of categories 13 to
IrITIIE-bout--height, Talk About--mark, and Talk
About--unclassified). A high score means that the
mother is more likely to make declarative statements
that mention the dimensions that are relevant to the
sorting solution. It might be assumed that higher
rates of Talk About help to make the dimensions
more salient for the child. Along with Request Talk,
this score may represent themother's attempt to help
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her child prepare for the task of explaining why
certain blocks go together. In fact, however, Talk
About may be an inverse funCtion of the child's
ability level. Correlations with child ability
measures such as the PSI and the DDST-Language scale
are generally negative in the spring data (Tables V-2
to V-5 in the next chapter present the correlations
of all six 8-Block scores with the important whole
scores available on the sample families). To be
useful outcome variable, Talk About may have to be
examined with the child's ability controlled for.

Feedback. Categories 20, 21 and 23 were summed to
score--Praise/acknowledge, Encourage

and Correction/alone. This score is intended to
represent the extent to which the mother provides
information to the child regarding his verbalizations
or block placements.

Two additional mother scores were derived from information
on the quantity and pattern of mother-child interaction. Since
the mother and child events were coded in such a way as to pre-
serve the proper sequence, it was possible to identify two
variables that may be indicators of important teaching styles.

Interactions/Minute. This variable represents the
average number of timed per minute that the conver-
sation shifts from the mother to the child or from
the child to the mother. It might be hypothesized
that the better "teacher" is the mother who permits
a greater number of verbal interactions with her
child. This is obviously a gross measure in the
sense that the quality of the interaction is not
taken into account as it is in the first four scores.

Mean Length of Mother String. This score is designed
to represent the other side of the coin, i.e., the
extent to which the mother speaks in uninterrupted
sequences. The score is equal to the mean length
of all strings of mother events, defined as sequences
of mother events bounded by a child event or by the
beginning or by the end of the tape. It is expected
that, since the 8-Block task requires the child to
be able-to verbalize the solution, mothers who engage
in monologues (i.e., longer mean length of string)
may be less successful in helping their child to
learn the task.

tn addition to the six mother variables, it was decided to
use the coded information on child verbalizations to obtain an
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additional child measure. The score derived is Child Talk and
was obtained by summing the frequencies per minute in categories
26, 27 and 28 (child talk about height, mark, and height and
mark). The score represents the extent to which the child
verbalizes the specific dimensions of the task during the mother
teaching,period, e.g., "These are tall," "Tall Xur. or "Looks
like a Cheerio."

Preliminary anal sis of scores.--To_provide some minimal
indication of tne uti ity of tnese scorm_compArisons of the
fall and spring data were made. To pfovide an indication of
the stability of the scores over tithe fall-spring test-retest
correlations were calculated for the three groups and for the
total sample (see Table 1V-99). Although the correlations -

Ire generally loW, Interactions/Minute was the most stable
score with a test-retest correlation of .42 in the control group.
Mean Length of String was the least stable in the control 4koup
(r = .10) but showed much higher fallrsprin4 conisistency for
the Home Start group (r = .39). .

The average change from fall to spring wis.assessed by
calculating the means and standard deyiations for.the fall and
spring data and for the difference scOres. These ,analyses are
presented in Table IV-100 for the six-and four-site samples.
In almost every case the standard deviation of the mean decreased
from fall to spring with the largest decrease"occurring for
Mean Ingth of String. The t ratio for Correlated means cal-
culated on each score for each sample indicated the following
reliable changes from fall to spring:' Diagnostic (Control
group only), Talk About (all four groups), Interactions/Minute
(control group only), and Mean Length of String (Head Start
only).

Summary

The majority of the categories Coded from the 8-Block
tapes continued to be coded with acceptable levels of coder
agreement. The six scores derived from the individual categories
were also reliable in terms of coder agreement. Factor analysis of
the 35 categories for the total sample found that categories
loaded in much the.same_way_ as in.the fall. Six mother_teaching._
"scores" and a child talk scors were derived from the data.
The six mother scores represent hypotheses as to the areas
where program effects may be found in the second wave of
Home Start children.
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RELATIONSHIPS AMONG MEASURES

This chapter summarizes the results of factor analyses
and intercorrelations of the various scales and measures of
the Home Start Evaluation. The purpose of the factor analysis
of all test scores, rating scales and demographic variables
was to summarize interrelationships between the diverse measures
to see if any global parent or child Characteristics were being
measured.

A total of 35 whole scores (listed in Table 11-1), repre-
senting demographic characteristics and scores from the tests
and interviews administrered this spring, were used in the
factor studies reported in this chapter. The intercorrelatiops j

of the 35 scores are presented for the total sample and for
each of the three groups in Tables V-2 to V-5. The rotated
factor loadings for both the principal components and_image
analyses are presented for the total sample and for the Home
Start, control and Head Start groups in-Tables V-6 to V-9.

Factor.D1Alxsis--Total Sample

As was done last fall, two factor analyses were completed
for the total sample: a principal components analysis with
unities in the diagonals and an image analysis with squared
multiple correlations initially in the ,diagonals. The purpOse
of the principal components analysis was to describe empirically
all major dlmensions of the project variables. The Image
analysis served to describe the common variance.

....... ..

In the principal components analysis with varimax rotation,_
nine factors were extracted from the 35 variables. These nine
factors accounted for 58.4% of the total variance. The loadings--,
on these rotated factors are presented in Table V-9; the factors
may be summarized as follows:

Factor I (accounting for 12.9% of the variance) contained.,:-
age, height, and five child cognitive measures (DDST
Language, Fine 3otor and Gross Motor scales, Child 8-Dlock,
score and PSI).

Three mother teaching variables from the 8-Block. loaded
high on factor II (accounting for 8.5% of the variance)
along with Child Talk; the mother variables were Diag-
nostic, Request Talk and Interactions/Minute.



(
Factor Ui (8.3%) was also a "mother" variable with five of'

.the HES scales having -igh loadings, along with the SBI Task
Orientation scale.

Factor IV (5.7%) represents a food factor, with the
food and nutrition totals loading high, along with weight.

Child ratings constitute factor V (6.1%): the POCL scales
loaded with two of the SBI scales; in addition, an 8-Block
mother score (Mean Length of String) had a moderate loading
on Factor V.

SES makes up factor VI (accounting for 4.6% of the total
variance)--the two variables, occupation and mother's education
loaded together.

Factor VII is difficult to interpret, and it accounted for
only 3.9% of the total variance. Three scores had moaerately
high loadings--six, urban/rural and.the 8-Block Talk
About score.

Two scores from different but related measures loaded
together on factor VIII--the Supportive scale from the MBOS
and the 8-Block Feedback score.

The only score with a substantial loading on factor IX was the
MBOS punitive scale.

Although there is a strong tendency toward supporting previous
findings (see Interim Report IV) that the whole score factor
structure largely represents a methods variance, it is encouraging
that HES-Supportive and 8-Block-Mean Length of Mother String loaded
together since they are two conceptually related viriables collected
in very different ways.

An image analysis, followed by varimax rotation, was also
computed on the 35 scores. In the image analysis, only the
variance that each measure has in common with all of the other
measures is used in computing the factorb, instead of using the
total variance which contains considerable error variance.

In the image analysis for the total spring sample 41.7% of the
total variance was comnon and four factors accounted for 69.0% of
the common variance. Fifteen of the 35 scores had very low com-
munalities (less than .25) and did not show substantial loadings
on any.factor. Factor I (accounting for 11.6% of the total
variance) essentially replicated factor I of the principal com-
ponents analysis; most of the child cognitive measures loaded on
this factor along with age, height and the POCL Test Orientation
scale. Factor II contained five of the 8-Block interaction variables,
factor III was composed of four of the HES scales and factor IV
had food and nutrition scores and weight as the only variables with
substantial loadings.
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The image analysis, in conjunction with reliability estimates,
allows an estimation of the true (non-error) variance that is unique
to each measure. The percent of common variance that a particular
measure shares with other measures is estimated by the communal-
ities (h2 in Tables V-6 to V-9); the percent of error variance -

accompanying each measure is estimated by the difference between
alpha reliability and 1 (alphas for 15 of the whole scores are
presented in Table IV-12); the percent of unique, non-error
variance of each measure is estimated by the difference between
the reliability coefficient and the image analysis communa1ity.

The scores that did not share a substantial portion of the
common variance varied considerably in the percent of unique
variance they account for. Alpha coefficient xeliehilities_
have been calculated for 15 of the scores included in the image
analysis. The h2 from Table V-9, the spring alpha based on the
-total-sample_ and_the. diffekence are listed...beloig for the whole
sdorts with-low communalities inFthe image analysisr--

Score h2 Alpha Alpha - h
2

POCL-Sociability .25 .91 .66
SBI-Extraversion-

Introversion .08 .71 .63
SEI-Hostility-

Tolerance .12 .71 .59
HES-Mother Teaches .18 .69 .51
SBI-Task Orientation .20 .59 .39
DDST-Personal Social .18 .42 .24 ,.

Perhaps the notable finding here is that the scores each share
only a small percent of the variance with the rest of the scores
and which.contribute a substantial percent of unique, non-error
variance are primarily measures of social behavior collected in
the forms of ratings by other persons.

Factor Analysis--TheIhree Groups

The principal components and image analyses, as well as the
score intercorrelations, were computed separately for the Home
Start, control and Head Start samples. The correlation matrices
are presented in Tables V-2 to V-4 and the factor loadings in
Tables V-6 to V-8.

Although there appears to be general consistency in the patterns
of factor loadings of the three samples with the total sample
findings presented above, discrepancies are difficult to inter-
pret. The differences in number of factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1.0 and in the percent of variance accounted for can
be summarized as follows:

;
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Sample Principal Components Image Analysis

Number of Percent of
Factors Variance

Accounted
for

Percent of Number of Percent o:
Variance Factors Variance

Common Accounted
for

Home Start 10 65.3% 50.7% 4

Control 12 71.7 56.2 . 5

Head Start 12 70.1 57.9 5

___Total_Sample 09 _ _58-4 41.7 -4-

64.2,

58.0

Without resorting tà factor Matching procedUres, it is dif-
ficult.to assess the nature of the differences in solutions derived
Irom the thiee'different samples. The relatively small sample
sizes for the three groups when treated separately.also mean that
there would be more error variition since 35 scores are being factor _

analyzed with group Ns ranging from about 100 to 200.

4

Summary

Factor analyses of the 35 whole scores found the scores clustering
on nine factors. The major factors were child cognitive performance,
mother teaching, home environment, food intake, social behavior and
SES. Results of An image analysis suggest that there are four factors
that the measures have in common--child cognitive performance, mother
teaching behaviors, home environment and food intake. Ratings of
social behavior seem to provide information on children's behavior
that is uniquf and not common to the remainder of the Home Start
measures.
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VI

ANALYSES OP SEVEN-MONTH HOME START OUTCOMES

Two questions about the effectiveness of the Home Start
program are examined in this chapter using fall 1973 and spring
1974 change data:

Have Rome Start families surpassed control families
in achieving program goals during the first seven
months?

Have Hone Start families kept pace with Head Start
families in achieving program goals during the first
seven months?

Data from 192 Home Start families and 130 control families
in six summative sites1 were used to examine the first question;
data from 132 Home Start families and 112 Head Start families
in four summative sites2 were used to examine the second question.

Nine program goal areas have been selected to categorize
variables for presenting findings. Five of them are child goal
areas:

School readiness,
Social-emotional development,
Physical development,
'Nutrition,
Medical care.

Four of them are mother3 goal areas:

Mother/child relationship,
Mother as teacher,
Home materials-for child,
Use of community resources.

'Huntsville, Alabama; Dardanelle, Arkansas; Wichita, Kansas;
Clevelanl, Ohio; Houston, Texas; and Parkersburg, West Virginia.

2Wichita and Cleveland were excluded because in those sites
entering Head Start children were a year older than entering
Eome Start children.

3Although both rtrants are equally emphasized in the Hone Start
Guidelines, about 95% of the parent data reported here is from
EFENEFF7--
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All Home Start to control comparisons are presented first,
using a four-part format for each goal area describing measures,
expected results, findings, and conclusions. Home Start to Head
Start comparisons are presented next, using a shortened format.
Finally, a summary of major findings'is presented.

Seven-Month Child Outcomes: Home Start-to Control

School Readiness

3easures. Four measures have been used to assess short-
term 7Mai-of the Home start program on children's school
readiness skills:

The Preschool Inventory, a measure of children's achieve-
ment in skill areas that are commonly regarded as necessary
for success in school;

The DDST Language Scale, a measure of children's ability
to understand spoken language and to respond verbally;

The 8-Block Child Task Score, a measure of children's
ability to acquire abstract concepts taught by the
mother;

The 8-Block Child Talk Score, a measure of how many
task-related comments children make while mothers teach
them to sort four kinds of blocks into groups.

Expected results. Home Start's philosophy is to assist
mothers to become better teachers of their children, rather than
to assist children directly. Because of this, immediate child
growth in school readiness was not listed in the Home Start
Guidelines ODCD, 1971) as a direct program goal. With a parent-
oriented approach it seems reasonable to expect changes in the
mothers to appear first, followed later by changes in children.
This lag between mother and child improvement might be long
enough to preve.nt child changes from appearing in the first seven
months of the program.

Although the lag in child school readiness improvement is
reasonable based on Home Start's parent-oriented philosophy,
some events in the sites might act to minimize any lag.
Early information about home visit activities revealed that
many home visitors spent more time working with children than
with mothers. Often home visitors used child activities to
establish rapport with the mothers, but afterwards found it
very difficult to redirect their focus to the mother. For
many families, then, the children were direct beneficiaries
of home visitor services and might be expected to show rapid
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school readiness development. While short-range child improve-
ment is desirable, it must be accompanied by improvement in
mother teaching skills before long-range child growth will be
supported as intended in the program objectives.

Even when home visitors spend an appropriately larle
amount of time with mothers, much time is devoted to direct
school readiness activities with children as the home visitor
demonstrates activities for the parent and involves the mother
in those activities. Even if the basic mother-oriented philosophy
is being followed, then, fairly rapid child changes would be
expected if home visitors are effective.

In summary, although the basic mother-oriented philosophy doei,
not lead one to expect immediate child school readiness changes,
in practice such changes are expected by the end of the first
seven months.

Findings. r-ratios were significant at the .05 level for
three of the four school readiness measures, including the PSI,
the DDST Language, and the 8-Block Child Talk scores (Table VI-1).
A surprising 7.6% of PSI variance was predicted by knowing which
groun a child was in; just over 1% of the DDST Lan9uage variance
and 3% of the 8-Bloch Child Task variance was predicted by group.
membership. Results for the 8-Block Task favored the Home Start
children but were not statistically significant.

Conclusions. These results reflect very favorable child
school readiness outcomes for the first seven months. After
seven months of participation in the program, Home Start children
scored higher than control children on PSI items involving know-
ledge of colors, body parts, shapes, prepositions, and questions
of general information (Table IV-14); on DDST Language items
involving colors, opposites, prepositions, plurals, and adjec-
tives such as cola.and hungry (Table IV-34); and on the. amount
of task-related talking children did while their mothers taught
them to sort four kinds of blocks into groups.

The PSI, with the largest group effect, is the most crucial
of t'le three because it samples the widest range of school
real-ness skills. Twelve out of 32 PSI itemS showed significant
fall to spring increases for the Hone Start children bui not for
the control children (Table 1V-14). These items represent a
fairly broad rangn of content, suggesting that differences be-
tTeen Hone Start and control children are not simply attributable
to recognizing colors or body parts, say, or any other single area
which might represent aa artifact of the teaching process.
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Unfortunately the PSI impact is somewhat,overestimated
in these data, since there is evidence to suggest that at
least two or three home visitors from different sites directly
taught the test to some of their children. Community inter-
N/iewers reported that several children spontaneously answered
occasional test questions before being asked. There were
instances of this during fall testing also, which see'ed to
indicate lack of understanding on the part of home 7..sitors
about the criteria for judging program effectiveness (i.e.,
fall to spring increases, rather then absolute levels). There
is no evidence to suggest "teaching the test" was widespread,
but rather it seems to have been an initiative by a few over-
zealous home visitors who wanted to do best for their families.
The overestimate is probably quite small taken over all children.
Future evaluators using the PSI would be tibll.advised to develop
a "parallel form" of the PSI. This would permit.different but
equivalent test forms for pre- and post-testing, which would
minimize "teaching the test." Cguite possibly the unused items
from the 64-item version could be combined into a workable
parallel form.

With such large improvements in school readiness after
only an hour or so of program contact each week, one question
naturally arises: What caused the improvements? On one hand,
the home visitor involvement with the child during that hour
might have caused it, suggesting by analogy that a one hour per
week Head Start experience might be sufficient to produce the
same improvements. The cost implications of this explanation
are profound since they suggest that perhaps ten times more
children could be served with existing funds.

On the other hand, the measured child improvement might
be due to improved nother teaching behaviors occurring through-
out the week, as predicted by the program's parent-oriented
phi2osophy. This explanation would affirm the importance of
helping parents to become better educators of their own
children, rather than teaching children directly.

To answer this question an additional analysis was per-
formed to find out if children who gained the most in sphool
readiness had mothers who gained the most in the 'number of
skills they reported teaching their children: Thks was
accomplished by using an index of mother teaching change
(H/C HES Mother Teaches Scale, residual from post predicted
by pre) to predict child school readiness change (PSI and
DUST Language separately, pre constant). Some additional
variables known to affect school readiness change were also
included in the prediction &Nation to remove systematic
error variance and increase precision of the test. Results
from both the PSI and the DUST Language analyses showed that
mother teachipg improvement significantly predicts child
school readiness improvement (F = 4.03, p < .05; F = 4.00,
p< .05).

123
115



0:1.rjr
4. . :."

The results of these suPplementary analyses support the
interpretation that cW.Id school readiness growth was affected,
by-changes in mother teaching be'Aqvic . This suggests Mie funda-
mental correctness of Home Start's philosophy to help parents
become better educators or.- their zhildren rlther than to help
children directly.

.

In summary, the Home Start program has significantly im-
proved children's school readiness skills after seven months,
and the improvements appear to result from improved mother
teaching behaviors.

Social-Emotional Development

Measures. Six separate scales were used to assess social-
emotional develo:ment of the child. Four are rating scales
completed by motherss

.

The SDI Task Orientation Scale, a measure of children's
task involvement and motivation to complete tasks;

The SDI ExtraversiOn-Introversion Scale, a m;asuke of
children's interest in relating-to other people;

. .

A

The SDI Hostility-Tolerance Scale,.a measure of Children's
abiAty to refrain from emotional outbursts when things. ,

donq work out.just right;

The DDST Personal-Social Scale, a measure of children's
ability to dress themselves and to mix with others.

Two are rating scales completed by communitrinterviewerss 4

a The POCZ Te3t Orientation Scale, a 'measure-6f children's
task-1776tiement while working with the community inter-
viewe;

The POCL Sociability SCale, a measure of the level of
children's social irmaraction while working with the
community interviewer..

Expected results. Expectations for, the social-emotional
area are mixed; there are reasons both for and ,against
expecting higher scores for Home Start children.

-

One reason for expecting social-emotional improvements is
that for seven months the home visitors have been visiting their
children, bringing interesting activities, and devoting consi-
derable warmth and attention to them. This kind of supportive
interaction with an outside adultwould seem to facilitate social-
emotional development. In addition, most'of the Home Start pro-
jects have regular group meetings involving sevexal families, so
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the children get to meet other mothers and children. Often
these Home Start family meetings are held weekly, right in
Head Start centers, and typical preuchool activities are
conducted for the children while mothers meet in an adjoining
room. These opportunities to play with other children should
also promote social-emotional development.

A second reason to expect increased.social-emotional
development results from the positive feelings that'might
accompany children's improved school readiness skills. ilany

psychologists feel school readiness improveMents such as those
documented in the previous section .ftre'likely to be associated
with social-emotional improvements, although it is.not.clear
whether improved social-emotional developthent leads to increased
school readiness or vice versa. The inseparability of Cognitive
and social-emotional growth was stressed at the first National
Uome-Start Conference, and has been reaffirmed in publications
since then.

A third reason for expecting improved social-emotional
development stems from the probable need among children Itom
low income families. Evidence from other studieg suggests.
that children of the poor have a higher incidence of social-
emotional disturbances effecting school performance than
children from higher income classes do. To the extent that
high-need children will respond rapidly to improved social-
emotional conditions, measureable improvements should be
found among Home Start children. Unfortunately, it is not

-possible to estimate the absolute incidence of social-emotional
Problems among Home Start and control children with.available
data so it can only be inferred from other studies that a higher
than normal need exists among them.

Even though social-emotional improvement in Home Start
children is expected, the emergence of changes might be too
gradual for effects to appear in the seven month data. The
reason for this "delayed emergence" is the same as for school
readiness above, resulting from Home Start's strong parent
orientation and the need for mother changes to appear before
child changes oan reasonably be expected. if gradual changes
are emerging, the 12 month data currently being collected
sbould indicate them.

Another reason social-emotional improvements might not
be found is related to the difficulty of measuring social-emotional
changes in young children. For example, after reviewing 143
social-emotional measures for preschool-aged children, Walker
(1973) concluded "standardization procedures are-practically
nonexisten, reliabilities are generally moderate, and validity
is gcnela112 poor." Therefore, a possible social-emotional
outcome is that.improvement may be occurring among Home Start
children, but the measures might be too imprecise to detect
the changes.
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In summary, moderate social-emotional improvements are
expected to appear but they might not become measureably large
until the 12 month data are collected. It is possible that the
Home Start measures might not be precise enough to detect the
improvement.

Findings. Home Start mothers reported more favorable
results for their children than did control mothers for theirs .
on all three SBI scales ahd on the DDST Personal-Social scale,
but only the SDI Task Orientation differtmce was statistically
significant (Table VI-1). On the POCL Test Orientation scale,
both gained equally, and on the POCL Sociability scale cOntrol
children gained more than Home Start children, but not Signi-
ficantly so.

Conclusions. With but one exception there were no'
statistically significant differences in growth between Home
Start and control children on the social-ehotional measures.
The lone exception, SEI Task Orientation scale, measures the
child's ability to become involved in tasks for extended
periods of time, and in many ways is more closely related to
school readiness than to characteristics normally thought of
as social-emotional skills. This lack of clear evidence

*postpones a number of key questions about social-emotional
levelopment until the 12-month test results become available,
soon.

Physical Development

Measures. Two stature measures and two motor measures
were used to assess physical development:

Height;

Weight;

The DDST Gross Motor scale, a measure of thildren's
ability to toordinate movement of the whole body to
accomplish a task;

The DDST Fine Motor scale, a measure of children's
eAlity to perform complex movements with portions
of the body.

Expected results. The two stature measures will be con-
sidered separately from the two motor scales, because they_
require different conditions for change. Height and weight
can be wspef:ted to increase only if eating habits change, so
expectations hinge on whether diets improve or not. Gross
and fine motor skills can be altered by involving children
in appropriate physical acctivities, consequently they are
under more direct control of the home visitor.
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Three observations about height and yeight are relevant
when assessing expectations. First, average height and weight
of Home Start and control children in each age group were below
normal when they entered the evaluation last fall (Interim
Report IV), indicating need for improvement. Although child
stature changes are not specifically listed at objectives in
the-Home Start Guidelines, improved nutrition is:. Fall results
indicatedthat average diets were nutritional/vdeficient,
suggesting a possible causal relationship between subnormal diets
and child stature in the evaluation families. Under the most

-favorable program circumstances; then, *one would hoOe to see
improved diets in Home Start families, followed by_ gains in
stature. The statiire changes would necessatily'lag behind
diet improvements, and, consequently, might not yet appear in the
seven month data even if improved diets were found. ,J

Second, height ism better indicator than Weight.of
developmental status, but it is very.resittant tb- short-term
phanges. One would be quite unlikely to observe differential
he!.ght changes in a se'ven month period even if optimal .diets
were attained in the first week of the, program (except in'
cases of extreme initial deficiencies).-.Thus, realistically,
no differences are expected in height between the.Home' Start
and control children. The main utility,of height in the
evaluation is for serving as a stable'baseline indicator of
phytical.development.

Third, weight is amenable to short-term. increases, but
such increases do not necessarily reflect improved-diets.
Serious vitamin and trace element deficiencies can exist in
diets that produce weight increases in children, because
weight levels depend largely on fat and carbohydrate intake
rather than on essential nutrients. In addition, overweight
among all ages is becoming such a problem in its own right
that it is difficult to say whether short-term weight InT
creases are beneficial or detrimental. Thus weight changes,
in the absence of height changes, would indicate that some-
thi.ig is different about the eating habits of Home'start
children, but would not necessarily imply improvement. Weight
measurement also has a practical problem associated with it--
the bathroom scales used to weigh children are subject to
problems of calibration and drift, leading to measurement
inaccuracies.

It is not as easy to identify clear entering physical
motor deficiencies in Home Start and control children as it
is to identify height and weight deficiencies, because there
are no clear norms or standards for motor performance. Nor
has there been much public concern expressed about the physical
motor performance of poor children. In the absence of evidence
to the contrary, one can assume,Home Start and control children
were near normal in terms of physical motor development when
they entered so that no differences are expected due to par-
ticipation in the program.
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In summary, height and weight increases would be very
desirable because of the children's entering deficiencies;
but height changes are not expected because of height's
resistance to 'short-term change, and weight increases might
be expected but wduld not necessarily reflect improved diets.
There seems no reason to expect either gross motor or fine.
motor improvements, sincethere is no reason to believe the
children were below'normal when entering the evaluation.

Findirls. Of the four 'physical developmental measures
only wefght shows a significant difference, with Home Start
children being heavier (Table IV-l)._ The adjusted means for
the two motor scales are virtually identidal for the two
groups, and height shows a very slight difference in favor
of Home Start.

Conclusion. The Home Start children's stat,istically
significant weight advantage and small height advantage may--
indicate that the program is beginning to have a,favorable
impact on children's diets, but the Child Food Intake results
will have to be examined before this can be said,with cer-
tainty. In addition it will soon be poisible to test the
hypothesis of emerging height differencei by examining the
fall 1974 data.

Nutrition
*

Measure. A 24-hour recall method was used to_gather
data on children's diets, in which the mother was asked
to name all food eaten by her child the previous daY. Seven
nutrition subscores were formed in the coding process, along
with a total nutrition score and a yes/no vitamin score:

Milk Group score (milk, cheese, ice cream);

Meat Group sdore (meats, peanut butter, dried beans &
peas);

Egg Group score (eggs);

A-Vegetables score (carrots, squash, sweet potatoes);

Citrus Fruits score (oranges, grapefruits, tomatos);

Other vegetables score (potatoes, apples);

Breads & Cereals score (breads, cereals, macaroni, rice);

Nutritiou Total score (sum of previous scores);

Vitamins (yes/no). 128
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Expected results. The nutrition area is the only one
having abselute standards that ean be used as criteria for
judging the outcomes.' The accepted Recommended.Daily
Allowances can be used to cluster foods providing similar
nutrients, and then the children's diets can be examined to.
see if each food group is adequately'represenied.

Children's reported diets were setiousfy.deficient in
calcium, iron, vitaminA, riboflavin, and .vitamin C "when they
entered the evaluation. Since nutrition was strongly empha-
sized in the Home Start Guidelines, and since it is,pcdsible
to change foorTaVed to children almost immediately even with
limited food-budgets, there is every reason- to eXpelOt large
improvements in the Home Start children's.diets after-seven

. .

months.
.

.

It.has been argued.that the children may halie poor diets
simply because there is not enough faMily.Moneto purchase
nutritionally adequate food, but thii*Ould:riot:sedm't0 -be
entirely true since meat,_the most expen000 ,statig44 !Os
available in adequate amounts.in theit dietS::Aatheri:the
problem seems to be one Of dutritiOn eduCatiOn'tor parents,
exactly as presented in the-R6Mi7STUT-UaTditinea-;.;

,

In summary, children's entering diets were:deficient in
calcium, iron, vitamin A, riboflavin and. v,itamin'
provements wCuld be expected in the milk, egg, kivegetable,
and citrui fruit groups. Breads & cereals And'hieitjAtake
were adequate, so no improvement is needed or expected,in these
boo groups. Because of the high overall need for Vitaminsi
and the ease with which programs can provide them, a signi-
ficant increase in the number of children taking vitamins is
expected.

Findings. The Nutrition Tqtal scores were not signifi-
cantly different for the Home Start and control groups (rable
VI-1). Only two of the subscores (milk and meat) revealed
significant differences, both in favor of Home Start. How-
ever, the increase,for milk, which is critical becauSe of the
importance of calcium to proper bone growth (coniequently
to proper height), was minute compared to the amount needed
to reach a satisfactory.level. There was no difference in
the proportion of children taking.vitamins in the two groups.

Conclusions. The failure to find Home Start to control
differences in the.ichilldren's Nutrition Total scores is quite
disturbing in view of the serious deficiencies originally
found in.the-children'-s dibts. Moreover, the Home Start
program had no overall effect in providing vitamin,pills to
partially supplement the children's inadequate diets. *Where
differences were found, as in.the milk scores, they were so
small relative to the increases needed as to be meanin4less.
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vihe increases in meat and milk may reflect an undue focus on
improved protein intake by home.visitors, to the distinct
detriment of vitamin and mineral intake. It appears that a
shift is needed in the emphasis made in nutrition education.
In the past, intake of protein foods has been stressed whereas
findings in this study and in recently published reports show
that this effort has been successful and intake of the meat
group is adequate at this ,time. Emphasis on milk, fruit and
vegetable intake is needed. High protein intake of these
children could increase requirements for calcium, intake of
which has alreadY been found marginal.

Children receiving vitamin supplements were eating_better,
diets than those children not receiving the supplements, so
it appears that vitamin and mineral suppleitient4tión is made
without evaluating the children's needs for these supplements.
Dietary supplementation should be considered temporary pending
improvement of food intake and should be given only_ to those
whose diets indicate gross nutrient inadequacies. Short-term
calcium supplementation may he considered for those with in-
adequate calcium intake and anusually small stature'.._ It is
more important that efforts are directed towards.the.develop-
ment of good food habits during the formative Years,- rather
than relying on dietary supplementation to insure adequate
intake of vitamins and minerals.

Children, especially 3-6 year olds, have been one of the
already identified nutritionally vulnerable groups due to their
greater nutrient requirements imnosed by growth. .Chi4dien from
the low socio-economic levels are even more vulnerable. The
children are dependent on their mothers for their food selection
and preparation. It is therefore important that:_in order to
improve Home Start children's diets, intervention hasto be
made through their mothers. The Home Start program would be
an ideal method since intervention occurs primarily with the
mother. These expectations have not, howeverf.been met from
the results of the dietary study of these children.

The results indicate that there is a need fqr
planned nutrition program based on the findings of
The almost total ineffectiveness of the Home Star%
improve children's diets is hard to explain, given
portance placed on nutrition in the guidelines and
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need of the children. One possible explanatiOn iS that the
program was viewed primarily as a child edubation program
rather than a comprehensive service program, and the home
visitors simply spent very little time on nutrition educa-
tion. Or perhaps the home visitors did not have the tech-
nical support needed from trained nutritionists to propetly
approach their task. Or maybe mothers are very resistant to .

changes-in eating habits, and the only practical warto im-
prove children's diets is by direct food supplements to each
child. Each of these hypotheses needs to be explored in
order to find ways to raise program nutritional,effectiveness
to an acceptable level.

Medical Care

Measures. Three gross indicators of children's medical .

care were used:

Immunization Total, a derived score indicating whether
children have had DPT, polio, and measles immunizations;

Months Since Last Doctor Visit;

Reason for Last Doctor Visit(checkup or something wrong);

Ever Been to Dentist.

In addition, a number of related questions wete asked of
mothers to find out more about the nature of the visits-and the
role of Home Start staff in arranging and paying for theM. Tables
in Chapter IV will be cited regarding results of these additional
questions.

Expected results. The Home Start Guidelines place high
priority on providing health services to children. Existing
community resources are supposed to be used where-possible,
but services can be paid for directly out of Home Start funds
when necessary. The percent of each project's budget available
for direct payment of family medical services is extremely
small, however, so if Home Start is to have any.meaningful
impact it will have to do so primarily by arranging.appoint-
ments and services with outside agencies.

Immunizations are generally available free in most com-
munities through existing public health services, so the role
of Home Start should be to assist mothers in making appoint-
ments ana getting children to them. Almost 90% of the entering
children already had the essential immunizations, limiting
oossible impact of'the program, but one would expect to see
a majority of the remaining children get immunized over the
seven month period. It does not seem unreasonable to expect
over 98% of the Rome Start children to have immunizations by
spring.
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It is difficult to establish an optimal length of time
since the last doator visit, since a decision would depend
so much on specific circumstances surrounding each child.
In general it seems safe to say that intervals longer than
a year are encessivp, and that routine checkups every six
months are reasonable. For the purposes of interpreting find-
ings presented here, it will beassumed that the more recently
children have been to_the doctor the.better..,Some people have.
suggested that it might be possible to take children,to the
doctor too frequently, but this would appear to be a problem
only for a very few among the low income families being served
by Home Start. The question about whether a visit was for a'
checkup or because of something wrong gets at the issue_of
preventive versus remedial care. Hopefully mire visits will be,
for checkups among Home Start families in the spring._

Average time 'since last seeing a,doctor Was, over seven
months when children enedred the program, suggesting that
there is plenty of room for the program to make ah improvement.
About two-thirds-.of the visits were for -something wrong, sug-
gesting that preventive care is not an.important part of most
mothers' thinking.. Entering information on_the,number of
children who had keen to the dentist shows_ even more room for
improvement--over 85% of ,phe children:had never been to.a
dentist.

,t4o
",

,S

Findings. The Immunization Total scores show a slight
difference in favor of Home Start children, but the difference
is not statistically significant (Table VI-1). -The highebt
percent immunized for any of the three types was_92.7, con-

, r
siderably short of 100%.

The number of months since the last doctor, visit was sig-.
nificantly lower -for Home-Start children than for Rontrol -- ---

children. On the average it was about'1.8 months lohger since
control children last saw a doctor than since Oome,Start .
rert last saw a doctort Twenty percent of,the.control children--
had not been to a doctor in the past year compared,with only 8%
of the Home Start children; 78% of the Home, Start children had
been to the doctor within the past six months compared to only
63% of the control children. ,.."

Tabls V/-1 indicates that almost one-half,of. the.Home
Start children's doctor visits were for checkups, while fewer-.
than one-fourth of control children's visits were, for checkups.
This difference was significant at the .05 level and 7% of
the variance was predictable by knowing whether children came
from the control or Home Start group, 4

Table IV-901 Question 9A, shows that the Home Start
program heiped families to pay for the doctor visit,' both
directly (31%) ind by using free clinics (about 6%). Control
families paid for their last doctdr visit out of their own
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pockets 57% of the time, compared with only 26% for Home Start
families. Forty-seven vercent of the Home Start families had
outside help in arranging for the visit (compared to 9% of
control families), and 89% of those receiving help.indicated
it was from the home visitor. About one-third of the mothers
indicated that the help was in making the appointment, one-
third indicated the help was in providing transportation,.and
an additional ont-quarter indicated the help was both making
the appointment and providing transportation.

Significantly more Home Start (89%) than control children
(17%) had been to a dentist at the end of the first seven mohths;
almost 50% of the variance was predicted by knowing which group
children were in, indicating an extraordinarily powerful program
effect. For 80% of the. Home Start children the program either
paid for the dental visit or arranged free services; onlii 3%.of
the Home Start families paid for their own dental services com-..
pared to 46% of the control group. Twelve percent mOre'control
children than Home Start children received medicaid benefits,
suggesting that the Home Start program may have paid for dome
services that could have betn paid for (Nat of medicaid.. Almost
90% ef the Home Start families had help in making the deritist
appointment, and essentially 100% indicated it was the home
visitor that helped them. About one-third indicated the help
was in the form of making the appointment, another one-third
indicated they hailreceived both kinds of help.

Conclusions. These findings indicate the Home Start
program has had a major impact on providing medical care to
children. Children in the program had been to a.doctor more
recently, and more likely for preventive reasons. The impact
for getting children to dentists was so great that it is almost
possible to generalize by saying children in the'Hone Start
program have been to the dentist (89%) and control children
have not (17%). Thus Home Start is a highly effective way of
providing improved medical care to children. The only recom-
mended improvement in medical care is for the prOgram staff
to assist the remaining 10% or 15% of children in getting their
required immunizations.

Seven-Month Mother Outcomes: Home Start to Control

Mother and Child Relationship

Measures. Four measures have been used to assess chaliges
in the nature of mother's relationship with their children.
Two were completed by the mother:
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The H/S HES Mother Involvement Scale, a measure of
how often mothers spend time with their children in
games, pleasant conversation, and other activities
children like;

The H/S HES Household Tasks Scale, a measure of how
often children "help" their mothers with some simple
household tasks.

Two were ohservation measures completed by the community inter-
viewers:

404.

The MPOS Supportive Scale, a measure of ho*:often
mothers praised or encouraged their children in the
presence of the community interviewer;

The MBOS Punitive Scale, a measure of how often
mothers scolded, threatened, or.criticized their
children in the presence of th4 community interviewer.

Expected results. The Home Start Guidelines state thai
the orogram should give mothers the opportunity to learn.about
ways of enhancing children's social and emotional development.
One way of helping mothers enhance their children's social-
emotional development is by helping mothers improve their own
daily relationships with their children. One sign of an_im-
proved relationship is an increase in the frequency a mother
enters the daily world of her child's games and interests at
the child's level; another,sign is the extent to which a
mother allows her child to feel a part of her dai*world,
such as by giving the child a part in her daily tasks around
the house. The Mother Involvement Scale and Household Tasks
Scale attempt to assess these two aspects of the mother and
arra relationship. On the basis of program objectives 4..t
seems reasoAble to expect Home Start mothers to improve more
than control mothers on these two indicators of the relation-
ship-between mothei-and child.

Other indicators of the quality of mother and child
relationship is the ext,nt to which a mother praises her
child, or scolds and criticizes her child. If the program
is helping the mothers improve their relationships with their
children, the community interviewers should see Home Start
mothers praise and encourage children more and scold and
criticize them less than control mothers do.

In summary, increases are expected for Home Start mothers
over control mothers on the Mother Involvement Scale, the
Household Tasks Scqle, and the MOS Supportive Scale; decreases
are expected on the MOS Punitive Scale for Home Start mothers
compared to control mothers.

134
126



Findings. Differences on both the Mother InVolvement
Scale and Household Tasks Scale were statistically, significant
IETTIVor of Home Start mothers eDible VI-2Y. neither the
MHOS SupPortive nor the MHOS Punitive, diffeiences were sta-
tistically significant. ,

Discussion. These findings indicate.that on the average
Home Start mothers reported they spent more time -involved in
their children's activities than control mothers did; and that
Biome Start children helped more often With_hOusehold tasks.than
control Children. These findings are asiumed.to implir improved
mother and Child relationships for HoMe Stareamilielf, which
is likely to enhance the children's:sociak!emo*iondl,:geowh.
Failure to find significant differenCes-on the tWo Mother
observntion scales indicates thaeChangei_in tWMothek And
child relationships were not vidible-to the communitY.iliter-

.

viewers during the testing visits.

Mother as Teacher
.

. . .

Measures. Seven measures were used to gather. infoiMation
aboutiEFEWEI as teachers of their own children: One'ef the
meisures WAS completed by motherd and indicated the kinds of
school-related skills mothers.taught:

The H/S HES Mother Teaches Scale, a measure of which
elementary reading and writing skills mothers are
trying to teach their children.

The other six measures looked at certain elements of the
teaching stxle used by mothers as they taught their children
a block sorting task:

Requesv. Talk, a measure of how frequently mothers
attempt to elicit child talk focusing on the
relevant block sorting dimensions of height and mark;

Diagnostic, a measure of how many requests the mother
makes for talking of the kind likely to, get the child
to think about the sorting problem (open-ended questions,
rather than questions seeking the answer about the
specific dimensions);

Talk About, a measure of how frequently mothers talk
about the relevant dimensions of the sorting task;

Interactions/Minute, a measure of the average number
of tines per minute that the conservation shifts from
the mother to the child and vica versa;
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Mean Length of String, a measure of the average-
number of uninterrupted mother comments, reflecting .

the extent to which the mother engages in a monologv

Feedback, a measure of how frequently mothers reict to
children's comments or block' placements (includes .praise-
and acknowledgement, encouragement, and CorreciiOns),...

These scores were derived by coding audio tape recordings whiah.
were made as mothers taught their children how to sort the blocks
used in the 8-Bleck Task.

. -

Expected results. The Home Start program is, based on,the
idea that mothers are the first and most important ,educitors of
their own children. The central objective of the Pregram'is to .

help mothers become the best teachers of their children that
they can. 'Among all of the objectives of the programi'.this
one is the most critical to the underlying programphilesephy,
and the one for which it is most important to demonstrate pro-
gram effects. Doth aspects of mo'kther as teadherwhat she :2
teaches and her style of teaching--should improve. For.the
purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that if mothers attempt
to teach a greater number of elementary reading and writing Skills
to their children they are showing more awarenesê of.their own.
ability as educators, a positive outcome. It might be easy for
enthusiastic mothers to overemphasize basic school skills to
the detriment of their children's social-emotional well-being,
however, so other indicators such as mother's supportive and
punitive behavior, and children's social-emotional behavior need
also be considered.

In summary, significant improvements are expected.in the
number of elementary reading and writing skills Home Start
mothers teach their children, and in the teaching style they
use with the child in a structured situation. Increases in
the number of skills mothers teach may be accompanied by in-
creases in supportive behavior, but should not be accompanied
by increases in punitive behavior nor by decreases in children's
social-eimotional functioning.

Findings. Home Start mothers reported teaching signifi-
cantly more elementary reading and writing skills to their
children than control mothers (rable VI-2). In addition, 'they
were observed to use significantly more teaching requests of
the kind likely to get chitiren thinking about the 84lock
Sort Task; they talked about task-relevant dimensions signifi-
cantly more often; and they had more interactions per minute
with their children during the task than did control mothers.
There vare no significant differences between Home Start and
control mothers in the amount they requested task-specific
talk, in the average number of uninterrupted comments, or in
how frequently mothers provided feedback to their children about
comments and placements, although the directions of the differ-
ences were favorable to Home Start mothers in each case.
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Conclusions. The,central.objective 'of theHome,Start
program. is to help mothers becomethe-best-'teachers-7of-their.
children they can, and these andings ihow that the program
has had a clear impact on the teaching behaviors of:HoMe.Start
mothers. The implications of this conclUsion.are,Of'the utn.
most importance/ for they,Meanthateiseptial_linkiJn the
direction of long-range program.impact 'have beepAetablished.
For one, it is reasonable to expeOt thatmother.caniow-extend.
help to their children in areas where.most.of 'theM previqusly
deferred to school teachers. This help to .childrewcaoccur
in between home visits, without any direct statf:cOnt'act.
greatly increasing the home visitor's iinpact. More.importantlY,.,
the mother's improved teaching skills can potexitially'influence,,,
younger siblings after the family is no longer Wolled
program, providing benefits to .new children at no 'additional
program cost.

Home Materials for the Child

Measures. The two measures used to find out:how.many
common child materials are available in the home were-taken
from the High/Scope Rime Environment Scale. Both were com-
pl-ted by the motherl

The H/S HES Books Scale, a measure of how many
children's boqks are in the-home, and how often
someone reads istories to the children;

The H/S HES Playthings Scale, a measure.of how many
of some common, ordinary playthings most children
like are in the home;

Expected results. The mother is the most important person
shaping her children's home environment. One way she exercises
her influence is by providing stimulating materials for her
child to play with. With the right materials her children can
be creatively occupied in activities that enhance their school
readiness skills (social-emotional development, and motor skills)
even though the mother is not directly present. Even simple.
materials such as crayons, paper, scissors, paste, magic markers,
and play dough keep children occupied for hours as they.use .

their imaginations to make one thing after another. These same
kinds of materials are essential to preschools and kindergartens,
and are in use constantly, day after day. Other playthings
such as puzzles and "put-together" toys sold in stores can also
be used advantageously by children if the family can afford
them. Books occupy a special place for helping children enter
a world beyond the one they find in their home. Although most
children enjoy looking at pictures in books, the children need
assistance from adults to understand the special magic of the
printed word.
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For this, children must depend on the mother or.otherlamily
meMbers to read to them regifiaii. m

Home Start can be expected to-help mothers.obtain and
use these Commonly available resources to greatly extend.the,
opportunities for child developmenttin,,the -
relatively simple matter for home visitors to Introducejany,. ,
of these simple playthings into the home out of ptoject fund4i_
and then to help mothers see the.importance of having'them,,
continuously available to children; then, perhaps, the mothers.,
will continue to provide them, even when no longex.in the .progr,aboit-
Because of the importance of books, coupled with their relativ,ely"
high cost, Home Start projects.could establish their!oWn
lending library to extend the effectiveness of available
book funds. Although just providing the materials'is not-
equivalent to using them well, most children would benefit
from them even with minimal guidance, so just,introducing
these materials into the home can be seen as an important
objective.

-

In summary, both the Books scale and 1)laythings scale
are expected to show significant improvement for Home Start
families over control families.

Findings. Both the Books and Playthings'scales from the
High/Scope Home Environment Scale were statistic,-illy significant
in favor of the Home Start families 4Table OVer 9% of
the Playthings and 3% of the Books variance was predictable by
knowing which group a child was in. Table 1V-73 gives the
percent of Home Start and control families having each kind of
plaything.

Discussion. The Home Start program made statistically
signinEarit-IEPiovements in the number of books and playthings
children have available in their home. Although a clear early
impact has been obtained, for most of these common materials
considerable improvement is still possible among Home Start
families (Table IV-73). One place to begin working to further
the obtained improvement is by striving to get children's books
to the 22% of mothers who said they had three or fewer in the
home, and to encourage the 26% who seldom read to their children
to become more involved in such aczivities.

These findings are an important addition to those of the
previous section because they add another dimension to the
idea of "mothers s educators." A mother can become a better
ealcator by teaching new things to her child, and by interact-
ing with her child in new ways, but she can also become a
better educator by constructively shaping the child's material
environment. In so doing she can exert her positive influence
even at times when she is not directly involved with her child.
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______The_ollseryed_Home_Start iapects from this.. and thprevious
section also help explain the unusually large school readiness
findings appearing at the end of the first seven months.

Use of Community Resources

Measures. Mothers were asked which of 15 community re-
sourciaTTRY-Were now using, including each of the following:

'Welfare department;
Food stamps program;
Medicaid;
f7DICE(Tairaodities ;
16omal,hospft1; .

'Public hea t clinic;
Mental.health clinic;
Family counseling agencies;
Planned Parenthood;
Day care program; .
Recreational programs;
Legal aid program;
Housing authority;
State employment office;
Job training programs.

In addition, mothers were asked which of sevyral voluntary
organizations they or other family members belonged to, and a
composite total score was formed:

The Organization Total, a score indicating how many of
the following organizations some family member belongs
to: parent-teacher's organization; boy scouts, girl
scouts, 4-H Club, or other youth gropps; church organi-
zation or social club; and political organization.

Expected results. The Home Start Guidelines stress the
importance of using existing community resources to help Home
Start families whenever posible. The 15 agencies and programs
represent a broad range of common community resources that
families might use, and &f Home Start is affecting use of these
resources then significant differences between Home Start and
control families should be found on several. It is not possible
to make specific predictions for each agency or organization
tecause there is no easy way of knowing which among the 15 are
available in each of the many Home Start communities and counties.
Even for programs such as welfare which is essentizklly available.
in every community, it is difficult to make specific predictions
because the percent of families eligible for the program is not
known, nor is the percent of eligible families already receiving
benefits known. It is generally predicted, then, that some of the
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_15 community resourcqM-Kill_12.1_14.A0_12Y_AAliabgt_RK2P ortion of ,

Home Start than control families. The Organization Total
includes sevezal different community groupe that family members
might join, some of which are found in nearly every commlinityf
so Home Start improvements are possible and .expected. .

A,P
. ,. p!

In summary, some of the comMunity resources are expected.
to be used by more Home Start than centrol families, but,it is
not possible to predict precisely Which ones.

Findin p. Although every one of the.15 agencies and or-.
ganizat ons are used by a higher proportion of Home Start than
control families, only one difference was statistibally,signi
ficant, the housing authority (Table VI-4)._ Home Start mothers
reported that their family members belonged to. significantlY
more orgahizations than control mothers reported theirs be-
longed to.

Discussion. One of the most important objectives in the
Home Start GUMelines is to use existing community resources
for helping Home Start families, but the general lack of find-
ings in this area indicates the program has hed*little success
at it. It is not clear whether the failure was due'to the
unavailabliity of these r4sources, the ineligibility of
families for services, or the ineffectiveness of,the !Dime Start
program. It is clear, however, that for Whatever- ieiton'the--
program failed to achieve an important objective. If essential
services are to be delivered to families it may be necessar- to
pay for them directly out of the Home Start budget as is done for
dentist services (Table IV-90).

Although Home Start families are not getting more free
services from community resources than control families, they
are becoming more involved in community organizations and
activities. This might be taken to indicate that progress is
being made in reducing the community isolation that character-
izes many of the Home Start families.

Stimmary of Home Start to Control Outcomes

At the end of the first seven months, Home Start children
were significantly ahead of control children in school readiness,
and were receiving better medical care as,measured by such in-
dicators as length of time since last visit to doctor and number of'
children receiving dental care. There were no differences
between Home Start and control children in the social-emotional
and physical development areas, but it is not clear that differ-
ences were expected. There was no overall nutrition improvement
for the Home Start children, in the face of high need for im-
provement and clear program objectives, so strong remedial
action is recommended to improve the effectiveness of the Home
Start projects in overcoming nutritional.problems.
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_____EcoLa.....Stazt_ituathersimproted-significant4-011-nisasutes
their involvement with their children, the number of-things
they reported teaching their children, and the number Of books
and playthings available to their children in the home.

In general, there was no increase in the,number of Home
Start families using commonly available Community resources.
Since this was a high priority of the.kome.Stait program, the
failure to make any headway towards increased uge of existing
resources ihould lead to an examination of possible new .

approaches for accomplishing this goal.

Seven-Month Mother and Child Outcomesr
Home Start to Head Start

The Home Start and Head Start prograMs hive very,simiiar
objectives, but approach the.task of bringin4 about lamily
changes in two different ways: Home Start attemptsLto,fielp
its children by working through the mothei, SupportifigIier in
her role as primary educator of her own child;.Head Stait works
with the child directly, by providing teachers ah-d_sChool 'set-.
tings for the child., with only limited involvement of the nother.
The direct contact times of the two programs are very different:
Home Start mothers and children are with program 'staff only about
1 1/2 hours a week, while Head Start children'are ift contact with
program staff 30 or more hours each week. In the face of Such a
large contact hour difference it does not seem reasonable to
expect Hone Start to bring about as much measureable impact as
Head Start. Yet the 1 1/2 Home Start hours are very individualized
and the mother carric:g,on child activitieseven when the home

iivisitor is away, givirg Home Start an advaAtage in some ways.

It is impossible to predict in advance how much the advan-
tages and disadvantages of home-based methods will influence
outcome scores compared to Head Start, but since both attempt
to provide comprehensive child services,one would predict equal
outcomes in all areas for the two programs. Two reasonable
exceptions might be noted to this: first, since mother education
is so central to the Home Start concept, more mother changes -

might be expected for Home Start than for Head Start; second,
-- since Head Start children spend so much time socializing with

other children in the -lassroom setting, greater social-emo-
tional development might be shown by Head Start children.

Because all measures were described in the previous sec-
tions, an abbreviated format is used here. The results of
child measures and then mother measures will be briefly pre-
sented, and a single summary section will follow.

Home Start/Head Start child outcomes. Statistically
signiTianT-Hipme Start to Head Start comparisons were found
in three of the five child goal areas, including school
readiness, nutrition, and medical care (Table IV-3). No
differences were found in the areas of social-emotional
development and physical development.
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In the school readiness- area;:-Heme-Startetrildren---scor

significantly higher than Head Start children'im tfie PreschooL.,
Inventory; there were no other statis4cally significant,dif-
ferences on the school readiness meatures.:. The-difference..
found on the PSI is more likely due tO.an artifaoi',of the.
evaluation rather than to true.program efects: on the averi4e_.
Head Start children were administered the PSI Prif4st 1.1 --r;
months after they began attendin# Head.Start olasss (Interii;
Report IV, Table V-13), compared tO.1.4 monthi for Home,StarV.
children. By being tested so late,-Ehe initial rapid gains'''
expected to occur during the first intensive weeks of tho.
program would have been lost for Head.,Start,childron, ri iS
not possible to estimate the size of -ifie
would have been lost, but it could vety likely,acColint.for
the observed PSI difference between Home Start aud,Head Start
children. In view of this problem, the intarpretation.placed.
upon the observed PSI difference is that.it dots, not represent_
true program differences and should be ignored.-

In the nutrition area, Head Start children..Were reported
to have significantly better overall diets than Home Start
children (9.3 versus 8.0), although both.fell 'considerably- .

short of the ideal diet score of 12:5. Head Start children'.
consumed significantly more milk, citrus fruits &. juices,and
other vegetables. These differences can probablyibe explained
by the fact that milk, juice, and lunches with vegetables were
served to Head Start children as part of the snack and lunch
program subsidized by USDA funds. The immediate oonclusion
from this finding is that the Head Start food money is very
well spent, directly helping to overcome several serious dietary .

deficiencies of Head Start children.

Home Start, on the other hand, was not able to overcome
similarly serious nutrition problems among Home Start children
using the current program approach. One nutrition outcome
favored the Home Start children, however: Home Start children
ate significantly more eggs than Head Start children. This
is probably because more Home Start families than Head Start
families live in rural areas, and more likely raise their own
chickens. Hale Start children did not eat significantly more
eggs than control children, so the difference cannot be viewed
as a program effect.

In the area of child medical care, Head Start children
had significantly more immunizations, and had visited a doctor
significantly more recently than Home Start children. Virtually
100% of the Head Start children had their essential immunizations,
compared with roughly 90% of the Home Start children (Table IV-90);
it would seem that very little effort is needed to hole the re-
maining ten cr so percent of Home Start children get their necessary
immunizations, so perhaps this ought to be established as
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an immediate high priority program_objective. Data from the
national evaluation could be used to identify mothers who
claimed their child did not yet have all needed immunigations.
The last doctor visit was significantly more often for checkups
among Home start children than Head Start children, possibly
indicating a greater awareness of preventive care among Rome
Start mothers.

Home Start/Head Start mother outcomes. Out of 29 statis-
.tical tests between Home Start and Head Start mother variables
(Table V1-4), only two were statistically significant at the
.05 level: H/S HES Mother Teaches, which indidated that Home
Start mothers reported teaching more elementary'reading and
writing skills to their children than Head Start mothers did;
and use of day care in which significantly. more Head,Start
mothers reported using day care than did Home Start mothers.
The day care reported in this case is Head Stait itself,
highlighting a benefit of the program for which there is no
comparable benefit in Home Start. Sixty-three percent of the
Head Start mothers said they used day care, compared to A% of
the Home Start mothers.; this finding is accompanied by a
corresponding difference in the percent of mothers employed:
almost 70% of Head Start mothers have paying jobs compared
with only about 20% of Home Start mothers.(Table 111-18).

Summary of Home Start/Head Start differences. With but
few exceptions the Rome Start accomplishments of the first
seven months kept pace with Head Start accomplishments during
the same period. The primary differences between the two are
in the areas of nutrition, medical care, and use of day care,
in all of which Home Start was lower, and things mothers teach
their children, in which Home Start mothers were higher. For
the most part, then, Home Start can be viewed as delivering
comparable services as the Head Start program.
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tiummary of the Psychometric Properties lif-tjhe.,8priim1Matavv-

r
-

The purpose of these ana ses Was. to:4atiiitnO,NhOt44.- ,

psyChometric dharacteristict of the_instriments,reitiihed_
substantially similar for the spring,data.when cpOpereaviith.,the'
fall data. Knowledge of the stabilitvor lack of stabiliy
fall to spring test Characteristics 2.e:f.ettentii1tii*OPOr.
interpretation of findings. The focilS,21 :the SPO.riT,1974,apaly=.
tes has been on the total sample, but-psiOfibiietrid;a0aises,
of fall-spring Change have also been cartiedlout'fOr.the foUr
"samples" on whidh the program effects-analysesarelimie6
Home Start and control at'all six sitei Ond Home' Sta3 t4nd Head
Start at four sites.

For the most part, the results of the,psyChometric ihalyses.;;-
(such as response distributions, item and scale ico*intercor-.
relations and factor analyses) .on the spring saRileplicated
results and supported tentative decisions that werejfiade baled':
on the fall data analysis: The PresChool,Inventory-met all the.-
requirements whidh are required of a good psychometrito instru-
ment, although the index of the child's NerbalizatiOn during
testing was dropped because it correlated negatively with the
PSI total sccre.

4 n- 4.
44c.

1X7:4

The psychometric properties of the Fine Motor, Language,
and Gross Motor scales from the Denver Developmental;Screening
Test provided evidence to support the use of these three scales
in the overall evaluation. On the other hand, the Personal-

.

Social scale performed poorly as it did in the fall data analysis. :;

Based bn the psychometric evidence availablerthe Personal-
Social scale uas dropped as a program evaluation instrument.
The child's 8-Block Task proved to be very sensitive to the
developmental characteristics of the children in the project age
range. While success on the placement task rapidly increased
with age, the process of correctly explaining a placement in
terms of both relevant dimensions proved much more difficult.
As a result, the explanation sccre provided a good index for
discriminating the level of child,:en's development. Results
suggested that the Child Food Intake Questionnaire was con-
tinuing to provide a relatively relldfle system for obtaining
information on children's nutritional intake.
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Analyses Of the Schaefer BehavioroInventori'ataifigd the
same results as in the fall_for all, three jacalels;:.,2601m

-ExtraversionIntroversion scale, . item-11-:Continued,tcc:present
the same prOblems as encohntered
removed from the sCale. All three'SUT,dcales_ffietth4,Criteria
for a. good evaluatibn instrUment.:..,

= -4. 4
:

The two-sbalei from:the POCL.both hkVe.aq0p4bX0,0sycho
metric properties, although the scale iptartorrelatiovWas,high,
indicating that the scales weie measurIng"the,,same::bithavioral-..;
characteristics. _ All five .scales, an%thé tape Ebvikohmeiit -scale
also pet acceptable pssichometriC_criteria.. Oh ,the Abgier--
Behavior Observation scalel.both the,alipportive ahd puflitive
scales were psychOmetrically Adequate',

_

Fifteen Scales Scored.for Change;

Average Change

When all children were grouped as ohe large preichoOl
sample rather than as ttree separated treatment groups, it was
found that 12 of the IS scales scored for change showed signif-
icant average,increade from fall ta spring. Included among
these scales on which significant growth was observed were the
scales of a developmental nature (PSI and the four DDST scales)
and four of the five HES scales. One of the SBI,scales--
Extraversion-Introversionshowed significant gain is did the
two POCL scales.

The three scales not showing significant change weie the
Task Orientation. and Hostility-Tolerance scales from the SBI
and the Mother Involvement scale from the HES. The mean
change on Task Orientation was in the expected direction
indicative of growth. The average Change on the other two
scales was in the reverse direction from the aesirable, that
is, an increase on Hostility-Tolerance and a decrease on
Mother's Involvement.

Score Variabil4y and Reliability

Six of the scales (PSI, DDST-Personal-Social, Household
Tasks, Playthings, Mother Involvement, and Hostility-Tolerance)
showed an Increase in score variance from fall to spring.
These increases were accompanied by an increase in internal
consistency reliability as predicted by classical test theory.
Error variance is assumed to be constant. Any change in varianpe
would represent a change in true score variance, not error
variance. If score variance increases, then this increase must
be contributed to an increase in true score variance, thus a rise
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in reliability, should be observed. A decrease in,score variance; ,

accompanied by a decline in reliability, was obierved onlir on
the Fine Motor scale: The Language scale and the. SBI-TO scales
showed essentially no change in either score variability-or
reliability. Mother 'eaches, and the.two POCA:scales each
showed a slight decline in variability but no change in relia-.
bility. SBI-EI and Books both showed a slight decline in
variability but an increase in reliability. .GWoss Motor showed .

no change in score variability but 'a decline in reliability:
The relationship between score variance and reliability followed
the predicted pattern for nine of the 15 scales.

Stability of Rank Order of Children from Fall-to"Spring

When two adminiscrations of the same test do mot result
in equal means and equal variances, it is difficult to justify
a-claim for parallel tests, thus negating the interpretation of
the test-retest correlation coefficient as a reliability
estimate, i.e., the proportion of true score variance in the
observed scores. When the pre- and post-tests cannot be
considered to be parallel, the interpretation of the test-retest
correlation coefficient becomes that of stability of rank order
of individuals from test to retest or the predictability of
retest scores from original test scores.

The greatest stability/predictability was found for three
cognitive development measures: Language (.76), PSI (.6R) and
Fine Motor (.68). The only other test-retest correlation that
reached at least .60 was for the Hostility-Tolerance scale.
Correlations in the .50's were found for Books, Gross Motor,
Mother's Involvement, POCL-Test Orientation, Household Tasks,
and POCL-Sociability. Correlations in the .40's were found
for Mother Teaches, Playthings, SBI-Task Orientation, and
Extraversion-Introversion. The Personal-Social scale from the
Denver had a test-retest correlation of only .34.

Reliability of the Difference Scores.

Score variabilities, reliabilities, and test-retest
correlations all interact to determine the reliability of the
difference scores. Only the two POCL scales showed high
reliabilities of the difference scores (.83 for Test Orientation
and .80 for Sociability). These high reliabilities of difference
scores can be attribrted mostly to the extremely high reliabilities
for both the fall and the spring scores rather than to an
extremely low test-retest correlation. This is fortunate,
for a low test-retest correlation for these two scales could
possibly be interpreted as lack of inter-rater reliability,
because the same tester did not always do both the fall and
spring testing for one child. One plausible interpretation of
a high reliability of the difference scores is that thetwo-7.7sts
pre and post) are not measuring the same characteristic.
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Beilabilities in the .30's and .4bli.wericfound for
PSII,Language, Mother Teaches, and Extraversion7Intro7ersion.
The reliabilitietk of the.difference scores of the remaining
scales were. esseAtially Zero.

In.the studi of program, effects', the,s6ales,-ShOwing the
greatest stability from fall to spring ihOilld be ihe ones for
which residual gain would serve..as in.adeguate Me!lis4i- of
growth. Language, PSI, -ine Motor, and Hostilit1.71c1itance
showed hi4h stability from fall to spring.

. .

The use of simple difference scores-As a measure of phinge .

is recommended only for the two,POCL scales. Thie recommendation,
is made on the basis of the high reliabliiiiek of the differ-
ence scores.

Summary of Test-retest Statistics
for the Filteen Scales Scored for Change

Six Home Start Sites "
All of the average differences between fall And spring means

for all Home Start children were in the direction indicative of
. positive change. Twelve of the 15 differenCe0 were significant.
The three which were not significant were SBI-Hostility-Tolerance,
POCL-Sociability and HES-Mother Involvement. Scales showing
moderate stability of rank order from fall to spring, having test-
retest correlations of at least .60, were POCL-Test Orientation,
PSI, DDST-Language, and DDST-Fine Motor. Showing low stability
from fall to spring, having test-retest correlations leis than
.45, were SBI-Extraversion-Introversion, HES-Playthings, HES-
Mother Teaches, and DDST-Personal-Social. Six of the scales
showed an increase in both score variability and reliability,
and six showed a decrease in both variability and reliability.
Extraversion-Introversion, Books, and Gross Motor showed changes
in score variability and reliability, contrary to the predictions
of test theory.

Four Home Start Sites

For the four Home Start sites where there was a Head Start
'program, the average difference between fall and spring means
for each scale was in the direction indicative of positive
change. Eleven out of the 15 differences were significant. The
four differences that were not significant were Hostility-
Tolerance, Test Orientation, Sociability, and Mother Involvement.
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Scales which showed stability of,- zank-order-from--fall,4o spzing:;
having a test-retest correlation of.at,least .60, were Hostility-
Tolerance, Test Orientation, PSI, Language, and Fine Motor. Six-
of the scales showed an increase in both'score variability and
reliability, while six showed a decrease in both icore variability
and reliability. The three scales for which the, change in
variability and reliability.were contrary to that predicted by
test theory were Extraversion-Introversion, Playthin§s, and,
Gross Motor.

Four Head Start Sites

Thirteen of the 15 differences between fall and spring means-
were in the direction indicative of positive change. 'Eight of
these differences were significant. The two scales for which
the average change was not positive were Extraversion-Introversion
and Mother Involvement. The five non-significant positive changes
were Task Orientation, Hostility-Tolerance,, Test Orifntation,
Sociability and Mother Teaches. The average decrease,on Mother
Involvement was also significant. The scales showinT,stability
of rank order from fall to spring, having a test-retest correla-
tion of at least .60, were Hostility-Tolerance, PSX, Language
and Fine Motor. Seven of the scales showed a decrease on both
score variability and reliability. The other 0.ght.showed an
increase on both score variability and reliability.

Six Control Sites

For the control children, 12 of the 15 differences between
fall and spring means were in the favorable direction. Eight
of these positive average changes were significant. The four
not showing significance were Extraversion-Introversion, Test
Orientation, Household Tasks, and Books. The three scales
showing change in the negative direction were Test Orientation,
Hostility-Tolerance, and Mother Involvement. The scales showing
stability from fall to spring, having a test-retest correlation
of at least .60, were Hostility-Tolerance, Mother Involvement,
PSI, Language, and Fine Motor. Scales showing instability of
rank order from fall to spring were Extraversion-Introversion,
and Personal-Social. Four of the scales showed changes in
score variability and reliability contrary to what would be '

predicted by test theory. These four-scales were Extraversion-
Introversion, Test Orientation, Sociability, and Gross Motor.
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Summary of -Factor- Analyses._ of_ _Xtera...Chariges

Both the SBI and POCL item change factor analyses resulted
in factor solutions not unlike those found for item responses
from a single test administration. A strong extraversion-
introversion factor and a strong task orientation factor were
found on the SBI. The hostility items were found to be
factorally complex, which had been noted in earlier Home Start
SBI factor analyses.

The factor solution for the POCL item changes followed the
predicted pattern perfectly. This result is consistent with
the high reliabilities both for internal consistency and
difference scores found for the two POCL scales 'and the moder-
ately high test-retest correlations.

The factor solutions for both the PSI and the Denver
reflect the learning of specific skills or concepts such as
color, shape and number. Interestingly, a factor was found
in the HES analysis that was dtfined-by three items indicating
that mother teaches color, shape, and number. The PSI specific
factors might be labelled color, shape, body parts, number,
breadth of experience, and seriation. The Denver factors might
be called color, object composition, opposites, gross motor
skills, fine motor skills, and prepositions.

Summary of Analysis of Relationships Among Measures

Factor analyses of the 35 whole scores found the scores
clustering on nine factors. The major factors were child
cognitive performance, mother teaching, home environment, food
intake, social behavior and SES. Results of an image analysis
suggest that there are four factors that the measures have in
common--child cognitive performance, mother teaching behavior,
home environment and food intake. Ratings of social behavior
seem to provide information on children's behavior that is
unique and not common to the remainder of the Home Start measures.

Summary of Findings

Home Start/Control Differences

At the end of the first seven months, Home Start children
were significantly ahead of control children in school readi-
ness, and were receiving better medical care as measured by
such indicators as length of time since last visit to doctor
and number of children receiving dental care. There were no
differences.
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betiteeis_tastaj____0_91Honidctr.L.gtdmiskh.q,,PAQ,
emotional and physical development areas, but.it,41.pot:;01ear-,;,,
that differences were expected. There wqs no oyerell_Putiitiom;,
improvement for the Home Start children, in the, facq,_of_the-,
high need for jamprovement and clear program
strong remedial action is recommended to imp;ove:the'effiictivi,=
ness of the Home Start projects in:overcoming,nutri0.0stl,
problems.

-

, -

Home Start mothers improved significantly.op. maasurO:of
their involvement with their children,_ the tiumber,of,thingsA
reported teaching their children, and_the nuiiib&og bbOkA4d
playthings available to their children in the home.

,

In general, there was no inciease in the_nutbear/:bflibime.
Start families using commonly available comMpUity.repoyec#s.°
Since this was a high priority oksthe Home Siert mogidawthe
failure to make any headway towards increase use Of_existlpg'.,
resource& should lead to an examination of possible peii:e.
approaches for accomplishing this goal. "= _

Home Start/Head Start Differences

With but few excepiions, the Home Start accomplishMOP*
of the first seven months kept pace with-Head start eC6onik.'
plishments during the same period. The grimary differences
between the two are in the areas of nutrition, medical caret,
and the use of day care, in all of which Home Start mas,looer,
and things mothers teach their children, in which.Home:Start
mothers were higher. For the most part, then, Home-Start can
be viewed as delivering comparable services as the Head Start
program.
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Table III1

45041, V-
r40: :1,14:5;tlek .141

"P
. -ASSIGNMENT OF FOCAL CHILDREN TO SITE COORDINATORS AND COMMUNITY INTERVIEWERS

Site

ALABAMA
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

ARKANSAS
- Home Start

Control
Head Start
Total Sample

KANSAS
Home Start
Control
Total Sample

OHIO
Home Start
Control
Total Sample

TEXAS
Home Start
Control .

Head Start
Total Sample

WEST VIRGINIA
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Ibtal
Fa11 Spring

Site
Coordinator
Fall Spring

Interviewer 1
Fall Spring

Miter of Ebcal Children
Interviewer 2 Interviewer 3 Intervieser 4
Fall Spring Pau Spring Fall Spring

Interviewer
Fall Spring

41 36 7 11 8 8 .7 -1
. 11 10 8

36 33 11 7 7 6 11 11 2 6 5
29 24 0 4 1 4 10 6 12 10 6

106 90 18 22 16 18 28 24 25 26
. 19

40 39 9 5 9 8 8 7 7 9 7 10

31. 23 5 4 6 6 11 5 7 7 2 1
37 27 8 5 11 6 6 4 6 4 6 8

108 89 22 14 26 20 25 16 20 20 15 19

45 28 13 8 8 9 10 11 14
28 21 6 7 6 7 9 7 7
73 49 19 15 14 16 19 18 21

48 32 1 15 17 17 15 15
14 11 1 3 6 a 5 1
62 43 2 18 23 26 20 16

37 27 3 0 13 12 8 11 8 4 5

15 11 0 0 5 4 0 2 7 5 3

38 31 7 6 8 14 13 9 9 2 1

90 69 10 6 26 30 21 22 24 11 9

40 33 9 8 10 6 10 8 11 8

38 34 9 7 9 11 11 7 9 9

38 33 15 10 16 7 6 12 1 1
116 94 33 25 35 24 27 27 21 18
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Table 111-2

PERCENT OF FAMILIES TESTED
AT SPECIFIED TIME SCHEDULE

SITE HOME START CONTROL TEAD START

Alabama 94.4 83.9 87.5

Arkansas 71.8 60.9 80.8

Kansas 51.9 55.0 N/A

Ohio 71.9 45.5 N/A

Texas 63.0 45.5 87.1

West Virginia 100.0 82.4 46.7*

Total 76.4 62.5 74.8

Table 111-3

MEAN NUMBER OF WEEKS
BETWEEN TESTING ON PSI

. 41,.

_

TOTAL,-

89.0
:

53.2--

65.1

71.0

76.6

73.6

SITE HOME START CONTROL HEAD START TOTAL

Alabama 31.2 31.3 30.8 31.1

Arkansas 31.2 31.3 31.2 31.2_

Kansas 31.1 31.7 31.3

Ohio 31.3 31.0 . IM 31.2

Texas 31.4 31.4 31.1 31.3

West Virginia 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0

Total 31.2 31.3 31.0 31.2

*53.3% of the Head Start families were tested early because of
closing of centers for the summer months.
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Table 111-4

UNSUCCESSFUL TESTING VISITS

NUMBER OF
CONTROL AND
nwriss oanAL
FAMILIES
DROPPED AS

NUMBER OF UNSUCCESSFUL VISITS
.

SITE RESULT CONTROL HOME START HEAD START TOTAL .

# OF # OF # OF # OF # ce # OF # OF # OP
V1S - PAK- VIS- PAM?. WS- FAME- VIS- PAM-

, ITS LIM ITS LIES ITS LIES ITS LIES

Alabama 2 18 1.1. 1.6 -14 1.4 3.0 48 35

Arkansas 0 4 2 14 1.2 2 2 20 1.6 ,
I

Kansas i 1.3 8 1.4 8 N/A 27 16

Ohio 1 4 3 21. 11 N/A -25 1.4

Texas 0 1.1. 6 15 8 1 1 27 15

West Virginia 0 8 6 1 1 1 1 1.0 8

Total. 5 58 36 81. 54 1.8 1.4 1.57 1.04
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Table 111-6

AVERAGE NUMEMR OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS

Measurement

Average No. of
Errors per Admin.
Fall Spring Sprin" Spring
1973 1974 Site Range N*

,

PSI.- 2.2 1.1 0.6 - 2.7 105

DDST 2.1 1.0 0.1 - 1.9 84

8-Block 2.0 0.5 0.1 - 1.1 83

Food Intake 1.3 0.3 0.1 - 0.6 89

Parent 'Interview 1 0.1 0 - 0.3 88
1.1

Parent Interview II 0.2 0 - 0.5 68

Home Environment
Scale 0.6 0.2 0 - 0.6 79

Schaefer Behavior
Inventory 0.4 0.2 0 - 0.5 80

Height and Weight N/A 0.05 0 - 0.2 82

*N=Total number of administrations monitored during spring 1974.
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Table 111-7

PERCENT OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS BY CATEGORY
PSI AND DDST*

Error Category PSI N=120 DDST N=84

Repeats (Cars and Boxes Item) 1.7 N/A

Repeats (Too Many or Too Few) 26.9 27.4

Failing to Have Correct Materials
for Test 2.5 1.2

Incorrect Placement of Materials 11.8 13.1

Incorrect Wording of the Item 9.2 11.9

Skipping an Item or Stopping Test
Incorrectly 3.4 7.1

Probing Too Much or Too Little 32.7 1.2

Choosing Inappropriate Environment
for Test Item N/A 4.8.

Other 11.8 33.3

*N=Total number of errors.

Table 111-8

PERCENT OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS BY CATEGORY
8-BLOCK N=83*

Error Category Percent

Incorrect Wording of Questions 19.5

Inoorrect Placement of Blocks 4.9

Failing to Ask Parent for Verbal Response 4.9

Failing to Ask Parent for Placement 7.3

Repeats Too Many or Too Few 2.4

Skipping Section 9.8

Failing to Ask Child Correct Questions 4.9

Other 46.3

*N=Total number of errors. 157
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Table 111-9

PERCENT OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS BY CATEGORY
PARENT INTERVIEWS & HEIGHT AND WEIGHT

Error Category
Food
Intake

Parent
Inter-
view I

Parent
Inter-
view II

Home
Environ-
ment Schaefer

Height
and
Weight

N* 26 12 15 19 12 4

Incorrect Word-
ing r,f Item

Probing Too Much
or Too Little

Skipping Item

Commenting Too
Much

Other

15.4 8.3

1110

8.3

16.7

20.0 10.5 RED RIR

RED RIO

8.3

4WD MO

ONO ORR

MR NO

--

1-100.0

69.2 26.7 31.6

10.5..mio ORD

--

15.4

20.0

6.7

26.7

--

47.466.7

.1.6.7

75.0

*N=Total number of errors.
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Table III-10

PERCENT OF FAMILY ATTRITION SINCE LAST FALL

SITE
HOME HEAD TCTAL SITE
START CONTROL START ATTRITION.

.... .......", ...

Alabama 12.2 (5) 16.7 (6)

Arkansas 2.5 (1) 25.8 (8)

Kansas 40.0 (18) 28.6 (9)

Ohio 33.3 (16) 21.4 (3)

Texas 27.0 (10) 26.7 (4)

West Virginia 25.0 ii0) 10.5 (4)

Attrition
by Group 23.9 (60) 20.4 (33)

....

17.2 (5)

.

.
29.7.(11)

N/A

N/A

;

15.2 (16)

18.5 (20)

.35.6 (24)I

30.6 (19)

18.4 (7) 21-.3-(21)

21.1 (8), 19.0 (22)

21.8 (31) 22.3 4124)

,
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Table 13I -13

COMPARISON OF CONTROL GROUP FAMILIES RETAINED
IN SAMPLE WITH CONTROL FAMILIES DROPPED

Variable
Retained
N Mean

Dropped
N Mean F-ratio p

-
Sex 127 1.49 35 1.34 <1
DOST-FM 122 10.38," 35 10.14 <1
DDST-L 119 25.73 35 25.80 <1-
DDST-GM 105 10.77 31 10.48 <1
DDST-PS 127 10.65 35 10.09 1.74
SBI-TO 127 23.03 35 21.63 2.10
SBI-EI 127 23.05 35 21.34 -3.13
SBI-HT 127 18.34 35 19.63 <1
POCL-TO 125 23.14 35 20.86 -1.70
POCL-SOC 125 16.62 35 16.26 <1
Food Total 127 11.86 35 11.96 <1
Nutrition Total 127 7.75 35 8.16 <1
Height 122 39.78 35 38.93 1.37
Weight 124 34.42 35 33.60 <1
SES 116 4.79 32 4.60 1.21
HES-Mom 119 10.36 33 10.09 1.70
HES-Play 127 8.44 35 8.06 1.29
HES-Teach 126 8.74 35 8.74 <1
HES-Task 127 8.90 35 8.77 <1
HES-Book 127 3.71 35 8.57 <1
HES-TV 120 2.35 35 2.37 <1
MBOS-Support 124 7.11 30 7.23 <1
MBOS-Punish 126 5.06 31 5.19 <1
8-Block Child 101 3.20 22 8.05 <1
PSI 95 8.55 28 8.36 <1
Occupation 120 4.88 35 4.67 <1
Mother's Ed. 117 4.94 32 4.92 <1
Urban-Rural 120 1.51 35 1.69 <1
Age 126 3.02 35 2.71 <1
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Table XXX-15

ANALYSXS OF FAMXLXES RETAXNED
XN SAMPLE FROM FALL TO SPRING
HOME START VS. CONTROL

Variable
Home Start

Mean
Ccetrol
N Mean F-ratio

Sex 190 1.52 127 1.49 <1
DDST-FM 179 10.38 122 10.38 <1
DDST-L 174 26.26 119 25.73 2.17
DDST-GM 157 10.87 105 10.77 <1
DDST-PS 188 10.47 127 10.65 1.19
SBI-TO 190 23.62 127 23.03 1.83
SBI-EX 190 22.84 127 23.05 <1
SBI-HT 190 18.83 127 18.34 <1
POCL-TO 190 22.58 125 23.14 <1
POCLSOC 190 17.51 125 16.62 221
Food Total 188 11.68 127 11.86 <1

Nutrition Total 188 7.98 127 7.75 <1
Height 185 39.41 122 39.78 1.44
Weight 186 34.08 124 34.42 <1 if

SES 177 4.74 116 4.79 <1
HES-Mom 187 10.63 119 10.36 <1
HEs-Play 189 8.78 127 8.44 4.60
HES-Te..1.ch 188 8.96 126 8.79 3.08
HES-Task 189 9.17 )27 8.90 3.48
HES-Book 189 3.69 127 3.71 <1
HEs-TV 185 2.34 120 2.35 <1
MBos-Support 181 7.44 124 7.11 <1
MBOS-Punish 184 5.20 126 5.06 <1
8-Block Child 161 3.44 101 3.20 <1

PS1 139 8.31 95 8.55 <1

Occupation 186 4.88 120 4.88 <1
Mother's Ed. 181 4.85 117 4.94 <1

Urban-Rural 183 1.57 120 1.51 <1

Age 190 2.82 126 3.02 1.02

4.05

465



,-

Huntsville,
Alecama
Home Start
Control
Head Start
otal Scrole

Dareanelle,
Arkansas
Hare Start
Control
Heed Start
Total smge

Wichita,
Kansas
Home Start
Control
TooalSawle

Cleveland,
Ohio
Uwe Start
Centrol
TOtalSalple

Ho=tcn,
Texts
Ewe Start
Control
Hei.dt Start

Total Sarple
Parkersburg,
West Virginia
Haw Start
Control
Reid Start
Total Salple

Total Samle
Elm Start
Cortrol

Start
Tettl Serp:e

Table III-16

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTDRISTICS

V,r.? AitegT.

POCALORLDRUI SLMAIGS 1 TOE& Average
Mather Hunt= Umber 1 of =bar of
of of focal

Ages (years) S.= a Ages (years) Sex
Fecal Focal & Sibs

Families childran 31/2 4 41/4 5 Sh 14 F siblings 3h 4 41 5 Sh 6 N r 6 Sibs familx_

36 36 0 0 9 22 5 19 17 7 2 2 0 0 0 3 3 4 43

_per

1.19
30 30 0 0 6 17 7 13 17 8 0 4 2 0 0 2 4 4 38 1.27
24 24 1 6 8 5 4 11 13 24 1.00
90 90 1 6 23 44 16 43 47 15 , 2 6 2 4 0 0 5 7 8 105 1.17

--

39 39 1 7 7 13 8 22 17 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 43 1.10
23 23 1 3 9 6 3 13 10 23 1.00
27 27 2 11 7 2 5 20 7 27 1.00
89 as 4 21 23 21 16 55 34 4 2 2 0 . 0 0 0 4 . 0 93 1.04

28 28 5 13 . 7 2 0 10 18 7 1 2 0 2 1 1 3 4 35 1.25
21 21 3 5 ` 9 3 1 8 13 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 23 1.10
49 49 . 8 18 16 5 1 18 31 9 1 2 0 3 1 2 5 4 58 1.18

32 32 12 13 7 0 0 12 20 5 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 3 37 1.16
11 11 2 4 4 1 0 4 7 11 1.00
43 43 IA 17 11 1 0 16 27 5 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 3 48 1.12

27 21 7 8 8 2 2 15 12 6 0 0 0 1 2 3 3 3 33 1.22
11 11 2 2 323. 8 3 2 0 1000 1 1 1 13 1.18
31 31 0 12 11 7 1 15 16 . 31 1.00
69 69 9 22 22 11 4 38 31 8 0 1 0 1 2 4 4 4 77 1.12

30 30 5 3 6 10 5 14 16 7 2 0 2 0 1 2 4 3 37 1.23
34 34 1 12 12 7 2 20 14 s 4 1 0 0 2 1 4 4 42 1.24

30 30 2 8 15 5 0 17 13 30 1.00

94 94 8 23 33 22 7 51 43 15 6 1 2 0 3 3 8 7 109 1.16

192 192 30 44 44 49 20 92 100 36 7 6 2 4 6 11 19 17 228 1.19

130 130 9 26 .43 36 14 66 64 20 4 6 2 1 2 5 11 9 150 1.15

112 112 5 37 41 19 10 63 49 112 1.0
434 434 44 107 128 104 44 221 213 36 11 12 4 5 8 16 30 26 490 1.12

'Intervals include 2 months before and 3 months after indicated date (cxotpt 3 1/2-1=r-o1d category which starts at 38 tenths and 5 1/2-lear-cld
c4tesLry ynidl includes 70 maths). Seven focal chi1d:m:14th ages belga 38 cenths or above 70 mouths were excluded from the sample for analysis

da2ling with age.
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ALABAMA
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

ARKANSAS
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

KANSAS
Home Start
Control
Total Sample

OHIO
Home Start
Control
Total Sample

TEXAS
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

WEST VIRGINIA
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

TOTAL
Home Start

1 6 Et
ontrol
ead Start
Total Semple

1The N for items
Ehe interviews were completed by someone other than the mother; the total number of mothers refponding was 410.
Occupational level of the highest status wage earner in family. Levels are based upon Duncan s socio-economic index (Reiss,
Duncan Hatt and North, 1961). Possible range of levels is 1 to 96. Examples: level 1 unemployed dyers and fruit packeru
level 7, machinists, engravers, and construction workers; level 15, truck drivers, roofers and dry cieaners; level 25, aut11269
mechanics, stonecutters and plasterers.
'Number of years completed.
SES is based on mother's education and highest occuiational level in household.

Table 111-18 EMPLOYMENT AND EDIATION PATTERNS

N

Ummploprolt
rate (no fam- At least two Meer Mother is
ily miters fmuily rmsr EMp1o3nd 1 sole

ed) beg= rs Iimmi,==..........nia=====amed rtmr I

OmmEetional
Level!

(Median )

mother's"

Education
(uman)

SES
Indel&

(imum)

36 19.4 19.4 36.4 18.2 15 10.0 5.0
.30 23.3 26.7 42.9 14.3 8.5 9.6 4.7
24 29.2 16.7 45.5 27.3 16.5 9.9 5.1
90 23.? 21.1 41.0 19.3 16 9.8 4.9

39 17.9 17.9 22.2 5.6 8 9.5 4.6
23 8.7 21.7 22.7 4.5 14 10.4 5.0
27 3.7 37.0 85.2 48.1 24 11.8 6.8
89 11.2 24.7 42.4 18.8 9 10.5 5.4

28 53.6 17.9 29.6 11.1 1 i0.1 4.9
20 65.0 5.0 20.0 15.0 1 10.4 4.7
48 58.3 12.5 25.5 12.8 1 10.3 4.8

32 90.6 3.1 3.2 0 1 10.4 4.3
11 81.8 0 11.1 11.1 1 10.2 4.2
43 88.4 2.3 5.0 2.5 1 10.4 4.3

27 33.3 3.7 16.7 12.5 9 9.1 4.5
11 18.2 18.2 27.3 9.1 16 10.2 5.0
31 19.4 19.4 73.3 56.7 22 11.6 6.4
69 24.6 13.0 44.6 32.3 15 10.5 5.5

30 26.7 3.3 6.9 3.4 8.5 9.2 4.5
34 26.5 0 0 0 9 9.7 4.6
30 16.7 33.3 64.3 28.6 15.5 10.8 5.5
94 23.4 11.7 22.2 10.0 9 9.9 4.8

192 39.1 11.5 19.4 8.3 7 9.8 4.6
129 32.6 12.4 20.3 8.1 8 10.0 4.7
112 17.0 26.8 68.2 41.1 17 11.1 6.0
433t 31.4 15.7 32.4 16.8 11 10.2 5.0



Table 111-19

TESTING TIMES

PSI

Measures

Child
Measures

....

Mean (Pall
(minutes) Mean SD Maximum

Home Start 25.3 12.6 (13.8) 6.45
Control 119 12.6 (13.5), 3.18
Head Start 57 12.4 (12.0) 4.55
Total Sam le 434 12.6 (13.3) 5.66

DDST
Home Start 256 19.0 (21.7) 5.76
Control 118 18.6 (20.0) 5.46
Head Start 57 19.2 (16.9) 10.73
Total Sample 431 18.9 (20.0) 6.54

82.0
18.0
25.0
.82.0

HEIGHT AND WEIGHT
Home Start 252 ?.9 (3.7) 1.48
Control 116 2.7 (3.3) 1.44
Head Start 56 2.9 (2.6) 1.64
Total Sample 424 2.8 (3.3) 1.49

47.0
37.0
90.0
90.0

TOTAL CHILD TIME
Home Start
Zontrol
Head Start
Total Sample

SBI

vMMINI=111110

Parent
Questionnaires

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

HES
Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

PARENT INTERVIEW
Home Start
Control
Head Start

34.5 (40.2)
33.9 (36.8)
34.5 (30.5)
34.3 (36.6)

254 5.1
118 6.0
57 6.1

429 5.4

258 6.9
119 7.6
57 6.6

434 7.0

254 13.9
117 14.3
55 13.1

426 13.9

urc)
(Continued)

9.0
10.0
9.0

10.0

(6.7) 2.47 15.0
(6.4) 3.18 18.0
(5.1) 3.59 20.0
(6.2) 2.87 20.0

(8.1) 2.51 20.0
(7.5) 2.87 20.0
(6.3) 2.33 15.0
(7.5) 2.85 26.0

(14.6) 4.77 35.0
(11.6) 5.20 35.0
(14.5) 4.29 25.0
(13.7) 4.84 35.0

-



Measures N
Mean

(minutes)
(Fall
Mean) SD Maximum

Parent .

Questionnaires
(continued).

FOOD INTAKE
Home Start 249 7.4 (8.3) 3.34 29.0
Control 116 7.3 (7.7) 2.55 15.0
Head Start 55 7.1 (6.5) 3.25 21.0
Total Sample 420 7.3, (7.7) 3.13 29.0

TOTAL PARENT TIME
Home Start 33.3 (37.7)
Control 35.2 (32.2)
Head Start 32.9 (32.4)
Total Sample 33.6 (35.1)

Parent-Child
Interaction

8-BLOCK
Home Start 252 21.1 (21.8) 7.84 78.0
Control 118 21.8 (21.0) 11.95 110.0
Head Start 56 21.2 (19.9) 7.20 40.0
Total Sample 426 21.3 (21.1) 9.08 110.0

TOTAL BATTERY TIME
Home Start 88.9 (99.7)
Control 90.9 (90.0)
Head Start 88.6 (82.8)
Total Sample 89.2 (92.8)



Table

REASONS FOR MISSING DATA

Nuither..a

Instrumex*s

Adininistered

Fall S

Witter of
instruments

with missing
data

ran Siwing

Intervi s Camas

Unknown
Reasons

Fail Spring

thild
Refusal

Fall Spring

Tester
Error

Fall Spring

Uncontrollable
Circumstances
Fall Wing

language
Difficulties
Fall Spring

Child
Measures

PSI
Home Start 251 192 69 30 67 29 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0
Control 162 130 43 27 40 27 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Head Start 143 112 21 12 21 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Sample 556 434 133 69 128 68 1 1 2 0 2 0 0 0
'DDST

Home Start 251 192 30 23 27 22 2 1 1 0 0 0

Control 162 130 23 12 23 11 0 1 0 0 0 0

Head Start 141 112 16 10 14 10 0 0 0 0 2 0

Total Sample 554 434 69 45 64 43 2 2 1 0 2 0

HEIGHT AND WEIGHT
Home Start 251 192 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0

Control 160 130 5 1 2 1 1 0 2 0

Head Start 142 111 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

Total Sample 553 433 14 2 10 1 1 0 3 1

POCL
Home Start 251 191 2 14 2 14

Control 160 129 4 7 % 4 7

Head Start 141 112 2 1 2 1

Total Sample 552 432 8 22 8 22

Parent
Questionnaire

SBI
Home Start 251 192 2 0, 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Control 162 129 4 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Head Start 142 112 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Total Sample 555 433 10 1 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

1 7 2 (Continued) 173
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Table tII-20

REASONS FOR MISSING DATA
(Continued)

Number of
Instruments

Adsanisteted
Fall Spr

Number
Instruments

viith missing
data

o

Parent
Questionnaires

(Continued)

'HES
Home Start 251 192 0 0
Control 162 130 2 0
Head Start 142 112 8 0
Total Sample 555 434 10 0

PARENT INTERVIEW
Home Start 251 192 29 1
Contrca 160 130 2
Head Start 142 112 4 0

Total Sample 553 434 35 2

FOOD INTAKE
Home Start 251 192 2 0

Control 162 130 0 0

Head Start 142 in 1 3

Total Sample 555 434 3 3

Parent-Child
Interaction

8-BLOCK
Home Start 251 192 26 9

Control 160 130 28 6

Head Start 142 113. 24 8

Total Sample 553 433 68 23

I st
tqt

Internewer s Camients

Child Tester Uncontrollable Language UnTthoqii

Refusal Error Circumstances Difficulties Reasons
Fall- Spcing Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

0 0
2 ' 0
5 0
7 0

29 1
0 0
3 0

32 1

0 0 0

0 0 0 1
0 0 0

1 0 0 2

0 0

0 0
2 0
2 0

0

0

1

1 0

0 0
0
1

2
2

1.1 0 0
0 0

0
0

0 .0

2 0
1 0

. 3 0

0 0

0 0

I 0

0

22 8 2 0 2 1
19 6 2 0 5 0

17 7 4 0 2 0
58 21 8 0 9 1

TOTAL
Home Start
Control
Head Start

Total Sample

174
2259 1727
1450 1168
11277 1006

14986 3901

168 77

Ul SS
81 35

348 167

125 59 35 3 4 1
84 45 10 I 7
52 29 15 1 4 2

261 133 60 5 15 4

2 0

0 0

0 0

2 0

0 0
2 0

1 I
3

2 117 5
10 .8

10 3

22 25



Table 111-21

PARENTAL REACTIONS TO TESTING

Vring Percent
N Fall

What ts didn t like (f

Spring

Nothing
Specific

Fa13. SPring

Difficult
FUll Spring

Too Rich
lime

Fall Spring
Other*

Fall Spring

Child
Measures

DDST
Home Start 181. 97.9 98.9 1 3 1 1
Control 123 97.7 96.7 1 2 4 0

Head Start 72 95.0 98.6 0 3 1
Total Sample 376 97.4 98.1 2 8 5 2

PSI
Home Start 181 96.8 98.9 1 1 6 1 0
Control 121 96.9 97.5 0 0 5 3 0
Head Start 72 98.3 97.2 0 1 1 1
Total Sample 373 97.0 98.1 1 2 12 4 1

HEIGHT AND WEIGHT
.Home Start 180 99.4 99.4 1 1
Control 120 100.0 100.0 0

Head Start
Total Sample

71
371

100.0
99.7

98.6
99.5 1

0
1

1
1

11=7170-R.0

Home Start 183 84.5 95.1 3 1 7 3 1 0 2 5
Control 127 97.7 96.1 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 3

Head Start 98 94.7 92.1 0 1 2 3 0 0 1 3

Total Sample 408 95.6 94.9 4 2 10 8 2 0 4

Parent
Questionnaires

Sal
Home Start 182 98.7 99.5 1 1 1
Control 126 100.0 99.2 Q 0 1

Head Start 109 98.9 99.1 0 1 1
Total Sample 417 99.2 99.3 1 2 3

FOOD INTAKE
Home Start 183 99.3 98.9 0 1 1 0 0 2

Control 128 100.0 96.1 0 0 0 0 0 4

Heaa Start 109 96.8 97.2 2 1 0 0 0 2

Total Sample 420 98.8 97.6 2 2 1 0 0 8

HES
Home Start 183 99.3 98.9 1 2

Control 127 100.0 99.2 0 1
Head Start 109 100.0 99.1 0 1
Total Sample 419 99.7 99.0 1 4

PARENT INTERVIEW
Home Start 185 96.7 97.3 3 1 3 4

Control 127 99.1 96.1 0 1 1 4

Head Start 109 95.8 98.2 0 0 4 2

Total Sample 421 97.3 97.1 3 2 8 10

*Other includes responses such as "too personal"

178

and "too limited".
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Table III-22

CONDITIONS QF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES

Percent of testing sessions where
mother was present

Percent of testing sessions where
Home Visitor or teacher was
present

Mean number of people-in the
room

Percent of testing sessions
rated noisy

Percent of testing sessions
where tester had difficulties

Frequency of testing done at:

177

Center

Home

Grow Logs bpring Mean

Home Start 89.5% 93.4% 91.3% 94.0
Control 91.2 93.7 92.3 92.4
Head Start 48.6 82.2 60.7 71.0
Total Sample 79.8 91.6 84.9 89.4

Hoie Start 57.9 45.2 52.0 57.2
Control 46.0 51.0 48.2 50.2
Head Start 15.0 5.3 11.6 11.9
Total Sample 43.5 39.9 41.9 46.8

Home Start 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.1
Control 5.7 5.3 5.5 4.9
Head Start 3.8 3.4 3.6 : 1
Total Sample 5.1 4.9 5.0 4.9

Home Start 24.2 27.5 25.8 24.2
Control 22.2 26.0 23.9 23.3
Head Start 35.5 15.5 28.5 39.7
Total Sample 26.5 24.9 25.8 26.7

Home Start 15.6 20.0 17.7 28.4
Control 22.2 12.5 18.0 22.0
Head Start 15.4 8.8 13.0 23.3
Total Sample 17.5 15.7 16.8 25.5

Log 1 Logs 2 & of total Fall

Home Start 1 37 .3 1.8
Control 0 . 0 0 .7
Head Start 95 37 80.5 88.6
Total Sample 96 74 17.9 17.1

Home Start 189 169 99.7 98.2
Control 125 96 100.0 99.3
Head Start 8 20 17.1 11.4
Total Sample 322 285 81.6 82.9

(Continued)
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Table 111-22

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES
(Continued)

Frequency of testing in each
location:

Living Room

Dining Room

Kitchen

Living Room rlus
another room

Otherl

Frequency of testing done On:

Large Table

179

Grout Lo 1 Logs 2 & 3 of total Fall

Home Start 125 92 61.1 62.9
Control 95 58 68.9 62.9
Head Start 5 15 12.2 6.8
Total Sample 22$ 165 52.6 52.7

Home Start e 11 5.4 2.6
Control 6 6 5.4 2.4
Head Start 7 3 6.1 7.4
Total Sample 21 20 5.5 3.4

Home Start 17 24 8.7 14.6
Control 5 14 6.8 10.2
Head Start 0 10 0 2.8
Total Sample 22 0 6.2 11.1

Home Start 30 43 20.6 16.8
Control 12 18 13.5 20.1
Head Start 2 4 3.7 1.1
Total Sample 44 65 14.7 15.0

Home Start 9 6 4.2 3.2
Control e 4 5.4 4.8
Head Start 94 36 79.3 81.8
Total Sample 109 46 20.0 17.8

Home Start 20 17 10.5 19.2
Control )0 9 8.6 11.0
Head Start 15 6 12.8 11.7
Total Sample 45 32 10.4 15.4

(Continued%
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Table I 1-22

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER RIZ MEASURES
(Continued)

Grout

Frequency of testing done on:
(continued)

Child-sized Table

Floor

Couch

Large table
and floor

Child-sized table
and floor

Floor and chair

Flour and couch

181

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Home Start
.Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Totl Sample

Home Start
Control
Head Start
Total Sample

Los 1 Logs 2 & 3 of total Fall

16 12 7.9 5.5
9 12 9.5 3.8

26 19 27.4 40.9
51 43 12.7 11.3

59 30 25.1 17.4
45 20 2).4 18.9
12 10 13.4 6.4

116 60 23.8 16.9

6 3 2.5 5.7
3 0 1.4 3.4
0 3 1.8 1.8
9 6 2.0 4.3

20 28 13.6 17.0
11 15 11.8 20.6
3 3 3.7 7.6

34 46 10.8 16.4

4 20 6.8 4.3
7 8 6.8 5.8
5 1 3.7 18.7

16 29 6.1 7.3

8 2 2.8 4.3
4 3 3.2 6.9
0 0 0 1.0

12 5 2.3 4.4

24 13 10.5 12.1
10 6 7.2 12.7
1 1 1.2 1.0

35 20 7.4 10.2

(Continued)
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Table III-22

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES
(Continued)

Group Log I Fa

Frequency of testing done on:
(continued) Home Start 7 7 4.0 4.3

Control 7 5 5.4 3.4
Child-sized table Head Start 39 6 27.4 7.6
and chair2 Total Sample 53 18 9.6 4.6

Home Start 9 19 7.9 5.5
Large table and Control 6 11 7.7 5.1
other2 Head Start 1 1 1.2 2.3

Total Sample 16 31 6.4 4.9

Home Start 13 14 7.6 4.5
Other3 Control 12 6 8.1 3.4

Head Start 5 4 5.5 1.8
Total Sample 30 24 7.3 4.1

lExample of "other" include Head Start Center, dining room and kitchen, and hallway.

2Examples of "other" include chairs and couches.

3Examples of "other" include bed, chair, floor and bed.
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Table IV-1

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY ITEMS

1 What is your first name?

2 Show me your shoulder.

3 What is this (knee)?

4 What is this (elbow)?

5 Put the yellow car on the little box.

6 Put the blue car under tha green box.

7 Put 2 cars behind the box in the middle.

8 If you were sick, who would you go to?

9 When do we eat breakfast?

10 If you wanted to find a lion where would you look?

11 What does a dentist do?

12 Which way does a phonograph record go?

13 Which way does a ferris wheel go?

14 How many hands do you have?

15 How many wheels does a bicycle have?

16 gow many wheels does a car have?

17 How many toes do you have?

18 Which is slower, a car or a bicycle?

19 Point to the middle one.

20 Point to the first one.

21 Point to the last one.

22 Point to the second one.

23 Which of these 2 groups has less checkers in it?

24 Which of these 2 groups has more checkers in it?

25 Point to the one that is most like a tent.

26 Make one like this (square).

27 Make one like this (triangle).

28 Which one is the color of night?

29 Color the square.

30 Color the square purple.

31 Color the triangle.

32 Color the triangle oranffe.
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Table IV-2

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

Response Category).

Item2 N 1 c W DK R NR V I

95.9
26.8
96.4
93.2
34.5
30.1
26.8
94.8
94.8
94.5
94.0
89.6
85.8
97.0
98.4
96.4
96.7
98.9
25.2
13.7
13.2
11.2
41.11
36.4
26.3
29.1
30.2
38.4
38.4
29.0
34.8
26.3

1 365 86.8 5.8 3.3 .8 3.3
2 365 74.0 14.5 3.8 1.4 6.3
3 365 81.1 10.7 4.4 .3 3.6
4 365 60.3 26.3 7.4 .3 5.8
5 365 48.5 46.3 1.1 1.1 3.0
6 365 32.6 65.5 .8 .5 .5

7 365 11.5 85.5 1.1 .5 1.4
8 365 58.4 27.1 4.1 2.7 7.7
9 365 46.6 40.5 5.8 2.2 4.9

10 343 18.2 56.2 11.8 4.7 9.1
11 365 57.8 21.1 9.6 6.6 4.9
12 365 32.6 50.1 8.2 2.5 6.6
13 365 20.5 58.4 11.0 3.6 6.6
14 365 56.7 40.5 1.1 .3 1.4
15 364 56.3 40.1 1.6 1.6 .3
16 364 33.5 60.4 2.7 1.9 1.4
17 365 9.9 83.0 3.6 2.2 1.4
18 364 61.3 35.2 1.9 1.1 .5

19 365 53.7 44.1 .3 1.4 .5

20 365 38.1 60.3 -- .8 .8

21 365 43.3 55.3 .3 .8 .3
22 365 38.6 60.5 -- .5 .3
23 364 27.7 67.9 3.0 1.1 .3

24 365 3.0 93.2 2.2 1.1 .5

25 365 66.8 31.8 .5 .8
26 364 37.4 58.8 1.9 1.1 .8

27 364 20.9 74.7 1.4 1.6 1.4
28 365 56.7 42.7 -- .3 .3
29 365 38.6 58.4 1.4 .8 .8

30 365 52.1 44.7 1.1 1.1 1.1
31 365 52.9 45.5 .5 .5 .5
32 365 66.0 32.1 .3 .8 .8

'Code: C = Correct
W = Wrong
DK = Don't Know

2See key to items.

tBased oa N of 365

R = Refusal
NR = No Response
V = Verbal
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Table 1V-5

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: PERCENT PASSING BY GROUP

'1tem1

Group
Total
Sample
N*361-a65

Home
Start

N=162-163
Control
N wil02

Head
Start

N e.99-100

1 83.4
2 72.4
3 77.9
4 59.5
5 51.5
6 35.6
7 14.7
8 62.6
9 47.2

10 20.4
11 65.0
12 35.0
13 20.9
14 62.0
15 54.0
16 38.3
17 14.7
18 65.4
19 52.1
20 37.4
21 44.2
22 38.0
23 26.5
24 3.1
25 65.6
26 31.9
27 19.6
28 55.8
29 46.0
30 52.1
31 52.2
32 66.7

1:...3e key to items.

87.3 92.0 86.8
71.6 79.0 74.0
81.4 86.0
57.8 64.0 60.3
36.3 56.0 48.5
28.4 32.0 32.6
9.8 8.0 11.5

50.0 50.0 58.4
52.9 39.0 46.6
12.7 20.2 18.2
40.2 64.0 57.8
19.6 42.0 32.6
17.6 23.0 20.5
54.9 50.0 56.7
59.8 56.6 56.3
29.4 30.0 33.5
3.9 8.0 9.9

59.8 56.0 61.3
52.0 58.0 53.7
47.1 30.0 38.1
38.2 47.0 43.3
35.3 43.0 38.6
21.6 36.0 27.7
2.0 4.0 3.0

71.6 64.0 66.8
36.3 47.5 37.4
19.6 24.2 20.9
55.9 59.0 56.7
21.6 44.0 38.6
42.2 62.0 52.1
48.0 54.0 52.9
54.9 73.0 66.0
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Table rv-6

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: PERCENT PASSING BY AGE

A el
3 1/2

N=31-32

4

N=81

41/2

W105-106

5

W95-96

5 1/2

N=43-44

1 84.4 90.1 84.9 88.5 81.8
2 62.5 71.6 67.0 79.2 88.6
3 75.0 71.6 82.1 82.3 95.5
4 50.0 48.1 65.1 63.5 68.2
5 15.6 38.3 50.9 55.2 65.9
6 12.5 18.5 34.0 40.6 52.3
7 0.0 3.7 9.4 18.7 18.2
8 53.1 56.8 54.7 63.5 59.1
9 25.0 29.6 46.2 58.3 63.6
10 0.0 8.6 20.0 24.2 27.3
11 40.6 50.6 58.5 66.7 61.4
12 21.9 24.7 29.2 39.6 43.2
13 9.4 14.8 21.7 24.0 29.5
14 46.9 46.9 59.4 59.4 68.2
15 15.6 43.2 62.3 64.6 79.1
16 28.1 18.5 31.4 35.4 61.4
17 3.1 3.7 9.4 12.5 15.9
18 51.6 55.6 58.5 70.8 63.6
19 12.5 34.6 54.7 67.7 81.8
20 28.1 29.6 32.1 47.9 47.7
21 21.9 39.5 47.2 41.7, 54.5
22 18.8 40.7 38.7 44.8 34.1
23 15.6 22.2 26.4 41.7 23.3
24 3.1 0.0 1.9 2.1 13.6
25 46.9 65.4 65.1 75.0 70.5
26 3.1 23.5 37.1 47.9 61.4
27 0.0 9.9 19.0 25.0 47.7
28 46.9 40.7 60.4 64.6 63.6
29 15.6 38.3 35.8 49.0 36.4
30 25.0 44.4 59.4 52.1 63.6
31 37.5 42.0 53.8 64.6 52.3
32 43.8 59.3 72.6 65.6 77.3

All
1 Ages

I N.3F-359

86.6
73.5
80.8
59.9
47.9
32.6
10.9
57.9
46.0
17.6
57.7
32.0
20.6
56.5
56.4
33.0
9.2

61.2
53.2
37.3
42.6
38.4
28.2
3.1

66.9
36.9
20.4
56.3
38.2
51.5
52.4
65.7

lAge intervals: 3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51) months); 4 1/2
(52-57 months); 5 (58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven
children with ages below 38 months or above 70 months were
excluued from the total sample for this analysis.

2See key to items.
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1

3
4

5
6
7

8

9
.10
11

, 12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19-

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Table IV-7

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
INTERITEM AND ITEM-TOTAL'CORRELATIONS

(Item Ws range from 363 'to 365)

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19-20 21 22 23 24 /526 27 28 29 30 31

12
30 12
32 01 27
41 09 18 29
51 -07 17 17 30
46 02 09 14 24 41
28 03 11 10 13 14 18
26 06 18 10 12 14 12 06
36, 02 14 10 12 13 21 12 16
50 07 16 17 23 27 26 14 16 21
36 02 15 11 27 24 25 11 21 17 25
30 06 18 11 09 16 10 06 20 12 24 22 ;

32 13 14 14 14 14 12-01 12 15 25 18 38
31 05 06 15 19 17 20 10 03 13 16 09 00 15
28 00 01 12 16 25 17 04 09 13 12 07 01 10 21
40 -01 13 20 22 18 22 16 07 24 25 14 13 11 12 09
33 02 15 11 08 12 14 11 11 17 27 11 14 10 04 10 23
18 04 04 03 09 11 14 07 06 15 15 16-04 05 17 09 07 01
54 02 20 18 26 37 35 17 14 19 24 19 14 11 24 26 27 19 15
23 03 02 00 02 11 11 12 17 12 26 09 12 15 07 09 16 21 JO 26
26 01 10 12 13 14 14 11 06 10 09 07 0604 08 13 20 17 01 43-04
02 04 00 08-09-01 01 03-07-07 04-05 021t02-04 01-03 11 01 00-19 13
15 02 03 06 06 12 05 00 01 05 07 12 13 03 18 06 00 00 08 09-04 01 07
12 06 03 08 01 05 04 03 01 09 04 02 11-01 02 00 04 15 04 06 12 00-04 04

.

19 01 07 09 09 15 03 03 08 12 15 03 03 19 06 10 10 09 06 09 12 01-01-04 02
50 09 18 19 20 31 29 21 08 19 20 07 11 12 18 19 31 14 11 41 17 19 11 04.12 08
43 08 12 14 16 23 20 17 11 18 24 12 10 15 16 17 25 19 02 27 19 05 05 04 10 14 4537 05 09 14 20 15 19 12 20 19 23 17 17 15 18 04 16 06 09 18 07 08 10 09 05 08 21 13
42 14 16 12 17 25 20 19 04 11 31 16 16 13 12 02 22 19 05 12 16 09 09 14 09.10 21 24 17 1949 04 13 15 30 43 33 15 16 22 26 19 15 16 19 22 18 18 04 25 06 10-06 11 10 10 29 31 21 2440 13 14 11 13 23 19 09 07 15 24 13 14 14 08 03 19 12 09 24 10 11 07 05-02 05 29 18 21 44 24
41 01 12 12 25 37 21 16 07 17 21 20 09 10 12 13 19 15 00 26 07 10 04 01 05 06 22 22 17 22 41 28

ee key to items
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Table IV-9

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(Item N's range from 363 to 365)

Loading'

FACTOR I (8.4%)

30. Color the square purple. .72
5. Put the yellow car on the little box. .71

32. Color the triangle orange. .66
6. Put the blue car under the green box. .51
4. What is this (elbow)? .40*

15. How many wheels does a bicycle have? .39*
27. Make one like this (triangle). .30*

FACTOR II (5.3%)

12. Which way does a phonograph record go? .75
13. Which way does a ferris wheel go? .64*
11. What does a dentist do? .32*
10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would

you look? .32*
8. If you were sick, who would you go to? .31*

FACTOR III (6.3%)

29. Color the square. .69
31. Color the triangle. .67
16. How many wheels does a car have? .40*
10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would

you look? --- .36*
26. Make one like this (square). -- .34*
27. Make one like this (triangle). .30*
7. Put 2 cars behind the box in the middle. .30

FACTOR IV (5.90

21. Point to the last one. .76
19. Point to the middle one. .71
26. Make.one like this (square). .41*
15. How many wheels does a bicycle have? ------ .33*
16. How many wheels does a car have? .32*

FACTOR V (4.3%)

17. How many toes do you have? ---- .46
27. Make one like this (triang)e). .33*

(continued)
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Table IV-9

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(continued)

Loading,

14. How many hands.do you have? .66
23. Which one of these 2 groups has less checkers

in it? .60*

FACTOR VI (4.2%)

FACTOR VII (4.2%)

25. Point to the one that is most like a tent. .73
13. Which way does a ferris wheel go? .34*
15. How many wheels does a bicycle have? .34*
23. Which one of these 2 groups has less checkers

in it? .32*-

27. Make one like this (triangle). .32*

FACTOR VIII (4.9%)

3. What is this (knee)? .72
2. Show me your shoulder. .58
4. What is this (elbow)? .52*

16. How many wheels does a car have? ° .31*

FACTOR IX (5.3%)

18. Which is slower, a car or a bicycle? .68
11. What does a dentist do? .48*
9. When do we eat breakfast? .48
8. If you were sick, who would you go to? .41*

28. Which one is the color of night? .37

10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would
you look? .34*

FACTOR X (4.1%)

-22. Point to the second one. .83
20. Point to the first one. -.54

FACTOR XI (3.5%)

1. What is your first name?- .83 _-

16. How many wheels does a car have? .34*

Eleven factors accounted for 56.5% of the total variance.

-W'Item aiiE shows substantial loading on another factor.
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Table IV-11

DESCRIPTIVE DATA

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY1 a IsLOCK SCORE

N

(possible range=1-32)

- Mean sD SE N

(possible range=0-8)

Mean SD .SE

AGE:3

3 1/2 32 9.1 3.6 .6 36 2.9 1.6 .27

4 81 11.9 4.2 .46 95 3.4 1.5 .16

4 1/2 106 14.5 5.7 .55 118 4.1 2.0 .19

5 36 16.4 5.4 .55 97': 4-.8 2;0 .20

5 1 2 44 17.7 6.0 .91 43 5.4 2.0 .31

TOTAL 359 14.3 5.8 .30 389 4.1 2.0 .10

SEX:

M 190 14.0 5.9 .43 199 4.1 2.0 .14

F 175 14.9 5.6 .43 198 4.2- 2.0 .14

TOTAL 365 14.4 5.8 .30 396 4.1 2.0 .10

1A total score based on 32-item PSI was excluded from this
analysis if'the child had 27 or fewer valid responses.

20nly children with all four responses were included in this
analysis.

3Age intervals: 3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51 months); 4 1/2
(52-57 months); 5 (58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven
children with ages below 38 months or above.70 months were
excluded from the total sample for this analysis.
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Table IV-12

INSTRUMENT RELIABILITY BY GROUP FOR
SIX-SITE AND FOUR-SITE SAMPLES

Instrument
or Scale Reliability

Four-Slte sam21e
Home
Start

Contxol
Group

Home
Start

Head
Start

PSI Test-retest .70 .70 .67 .71
Alpha-fall .81 .64 .82 .80
Alpha-spring .86 .77 .86 .82

DDST: Test-retest .74 .76 .75 .80
Language Alpha-fall .85 .80 .85 .82

Alpha-spring .85 .80 .87 .83
*V.

DDST; Test-retest .71 .68 .74 .60
Fine Motor Alpha-fall .78 .64 .78 .66

Alpha-spring .66 .64 .66 .62

DDST: Test-retest .57 .53 .58 .55
Gross Motor Alpha-fall .61 .54 .61 .64

Alpha-spring .58 .49 .58 .58

DDST: Test-retest .37 .18 .24 .45

Personal- Alpha-fall .46 .46 .44 .57
Social Alpha-spring .43 .31 .40 .50

HES; Test-retest .42 .53 .47 .51
Playthings Alpha-fall .53 .50 .52 44

Alpha-spring .59 .57 .55 .44

HES: Test-retest .39 .56 .37 055
Mother Alpha-fall .71 .74 .68 .53
Teaches Alpha-spring .63 .75 .63 .68

HES: Test-retest .50 .56 .58 .58
Household Alpha-fall .38 .45 .37 .31
Tasks Alpha-spring .49 .40 .50 .34

HES: Test-retest .54 .60 .54 .57

Mother Alpha-fall .56 .64 .54 .45

Involved Alpha-spring .57 .67 .50 .58

HES: Test-retest .50 .59 .47 .57

Books Alpha-fall .46 .54 .48 .49
Alpha-spring .54 .61 .48 .45

, SBI: Test-retest .50 .56 .47 .51

Task Alpha-fall .56 .60 .60 .60

Orientation Alpha-spring .69 .67 .70 .56

(continued)
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Total
Sample

.68

.77

.83

.76

.83

.83

.si

.72

.65

.56

.60

.55

034
.42
.42

.48

.51

.58

.49

.69

.69

.54

.39

.45

.55

.57

.61

.55

.51

.56

.45

.58

.59
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Table IV-12

INSTRUMENT RELIABILITY BY GROUP FOR
SIX-SITE AND FOURSITE SAMPLES

(continued)

Instrument
or Scale Reliability

Six-Site Sample Four-Site Sample
Total

Sample
Home

Start
Control
Group

Home
Start

Head
Start

SBI: Test-retest .43 .42 .38 .52 .44
Extraversion- Alpha-fall .57 .71 .55 .53 .61
Introversion Alpha-spring .68 .77 .68 .67

SBI: Test-retest .53 .65 .60 .66 .60
Hostility- Alpha-fall .67 .67 .70 .65 .66
Tolerance Alpha-spring .71 .68 .72 .73 .71

POCL: Test-retest .63 .48 .49 .55
Test Alpha-fall .93 .92 .92 .92 .92
Orientation Alpha-spring .92 .93 .92 .91 .92

POCL: Test-retest .59 .52 .57 .36 .51
Sociability Alpha-fall .91 .86 .91 .92 .90

Alpha-spring .89 .90 .88 .91 .91
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Table IV-13

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
FALL-SPRING GROWTH

Six-Site Analysis
Home Start Control

(11=192) (N=132)
Mean SD Mean SD

Four-Site
Home Start

(N=130)
Mean SD

Analysis
Head Start

(N=112)
Mean- SD

Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

9.64 5.12 10.54 3.91
15.26 6.39 13.48 4.97
r.63 4.61 2.94 3.60

14.41* 7.48*

10.78 5.39
17.16 6.35
6.38 4.82

12.96*

10.59 5.05
15.27 5.59
4.68 4.11

10.73*

*p<.05
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Item

11. What does a dentist do? .

5. Put yellow car on little box 22 54 31* 2

29. Coloring a square 20 49 29* 4.5
31. Coloring a triangle 27 56 29* 4.5
8. If you ware sick, who would you go to? 34 64 29* 4.5
3. What is this? Oomm0 51 79 29* 4.5
2. Shall MO your Shoulder 48 75 27* 7

32. Orange 46 71 24* 8
26. Draw a square 14 35 21* 11.5
6. Put blue car under green box 16 36 21* 11.5
9. When do we eat breakfast? 29 50 21* 11.5

30. le 33 54 21* 11.5
19. Point to, middle checker 35 56 21* 11.5
4. What is this? (ellx70) 40 61 21* 11.5

14. How mealy hands do we have? 42 61 19* 15
10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would you loOk? 04 21 17* 16.5

17 1:.518. Whidh is slower, a car or a bicycle? 49 66

Table IV-IA

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
Percent Passing Each Item--Home Start vs. Control
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gains

Home Start (4=140) Control (4=85)
Fall Gain Rank Fall 1=1.A Gain Rank

6:
12. Which way dbes a phonograph record go? 21 37

16. How many wheels does a car have? 22 38 16* 19
22. Point to the seoond checker 25 41
27. Draw a triangle 06 21

16* 19

14* 22

15. How many wheels does a bicycle have? 42 56 14* 22
28. What is the oolor of the night? 45 59 14* 22
17. HOW many toes do you have? 05 16 11* 24
21. Point to the last checker 34 44 10 25

13. Which way does a. ferris wheel s 09* 26o? 15 24
7. Put two *cars behind box in middle 08 14 06 28

25. Point to one that is most like a tent 63 69 06 28
1. What is your first name? 79 85 06 28

23. Whidh of two groups has less checkers? 23 26 03 30
20. Point to first checker 39 39 00 31

1 9 5)24. Whidh of two 4toups has more checkers? (both the same) 05 03 -02 32
- 1,177773

Items are listed in order of decreasing gain in percent passing
Data fro-Nu all six sites are included in this analysis.

for the Home Start group.

29 34

34 22 -11/ 2
32 51 19* 7
33 53 20* 4

61 84_ ___22* 2
54 74 20* 4
45 58 13* 13

19 38 19* 7
12 31 19* 7
24 53 29* 1
36 48 07 20.5
31 51 20* 4
44 60 16* 10
48 56 08 16.5
07 15

07 20.554 61
08 16.5

24 21 -02 30.5
15 29 14* 12
33 34 01 26.5
05 21 16* 10
51 59

58 59
08 16.5
01 26.5

U0 04 04 24
27 36 09 14
20 19 -01 29

05 12 07 20.5
68 69 01 26.5
86 87 01 26.5
24 21 -02 30.5
39 46 07 20.5
11 02 -08* 16.5
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Table 1V-15
PRESCHOOL INVENTORY

Percent Pasing Each Item--Home Start vs. Head Start
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

Item

U. Mat does a dentist do?

Mane Start (W97) Head Start (W90)
sjFall Gain Rahk Fall Gain Rahk

: 3
29. Coloring a square 20 56 36* 2 27 44 18* 14.5
31. Coloring a triangle 28 62 34* 3.5 32 53 21* 10
5. Put yellow car on little box 27 61 34* 3.5 31 57 26* 4

3. Mat is this? (knee) 55 84 29* 5 61 84 23* 7.5
8. If you uere sick, who would you go to? 39 67 28* 6 52 62 10 20.5
2. Saw ne your shoulder 54 80 27* 7 57 82 26* 4

19. Point to middle checker 42 68 26* 8 23 59 36* 1
6. Put blue car under green box 21 45 25* 9.5 13 33 20* 11

w e9. When do eat breakfast? 34 59 25* 9.5 23 41 18* 14.5
10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would you look? 03 27 24* 12 03 20 17* 16
30. Purple 38 62 24* 12 39 62 23* 7.5
26. Draw a square 20 43 24* 12 14 49 34* 2
18. Which is slcwer, a car or a bicycle? 49 72 23* 15 50 53 03 28
4. Mat is this? (elbow) 43 66 23* 15 44 63 19* 12.5

32. Orange 53 75 23* 15 51 74 23* 7.5
27. Draw a triangle 08 29 21* 17 U. 24 13* 18
16. lbw many wheels does a car have? 25 44 20* 18 16 29 13* 18
12. Mich way does a phonograph reoord go? 26 43 18* 19 24 43 19* 12.5
28. ;lila is the color of the night? 47 64 16* 20 .5 46 59 13 18
17. Had many toes do you have? 05 22 16* 20.5 03 08 04 27
22. Point to the second checker 27 42 15* 22 43 44 01 30
14. fa many hands do we have? 52 65 13* 23.5 46 53 08 22.5
21. Point to the last checke.r 33 46 13* 23.5 26 49 23* 7.5
13. Which way does a ferris wheel go? 20 31 1.1* 25 17 24 08 22.5
7. Put to oars behind box in middle 09 20 10* 26.5 03 09 06 25

15. SW many wheels does a bicycle have? 55 65 10* 26.5 44 54 10 20.5
23. Which of two grows has less checkers? 23 31 08 28 33 36 02 29
1. Mat is your first name? 78 86 07 29 88 93 06 25

20. Point to first checker . 40 46 06 30 26 31 06 25
25. Point tra one that is most like a tent 73 73 00 31 66 63 -02 31
24. Which of to groups has more checkers (both the sane) 05 04 -01 32 09 04 -04 32
lip < .05
1Items are listed in order of decreasing gain in percent passing for the Hate Start group.
Only the four sites iwth both Mee Start and Head Start programs are inclixled in this ana]ysis.
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FACTOR I

Table IV-16

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ITEM CHANGE

iTEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(9.3%)

(N=315)

5. Put yellow car on little box. -
32. Color triangle orange.
6. Put blue car under green box.

30. Color square purple.
11. What does a dentist do?
19. Point to the middle one.
4. What is this (elbow)?

15. How many wheels does a bicycle have?
26. make one like this (square).

FACTOR II (5.3%)

29. Color the square.
31. Color the triangle.
17. How many toes do you have?
13. Which way does a ferris wheel go?

FACTOR III

20.
23.

27.
26.
19.
16.

Point to
Which of
in it?
Make one
Make one
Point to
How many

(5.5%)

first checker.

Loading

these 2 groups has less checkers

like this (triangle).
like this (square).
the middle one.
wheels does a car have?

FACTOR IV (6.1%)

3. What is this (knee)?
4. What is this (elbow)?
2. Show me your shoulder.

21. Point to the last checker.
16. How many wheels does a car have?

Im

.73

.65

.60

.60

.47

.45
47*
35*
.31*

.70

.66

.30*
30*

.63

.59

.49
-.48
.37*
.32*

.75

.55

.51

.42*

.36*

FACTOR V (4.6%)

24. Which of these 2 groups has more checkers in it
(both the same)? .65

15. How many wheels does a bicycle have? .55
17. How many toes do you have? .44
30. Color the square purple. .33*
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Table IV-16

(continued)

FACTOR VI (3.7%)

7. Put 2 cars behind the box in the middle.
8. If you were sick, who would you go to?

10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would
you look?

FACTOR. VII (5.3%)

18. Which is slower, a bicycle or a Car? -
9. When do we eat breakfast?

14. How many hands do you have?
28. Which one is the color of night?

FACTOR VIII (4.3%)

Loading

..81
-.40*

.31*

.76

.55

22. Point to the second one. .78 .

21. Point to the last one. .55
19. Point to the middle one. .32*

FACTOR IX (3.6%)

1. What is your first name?
16, How many wheels does a car have?
24. Which of these 2 groups has more checkers in

it (both the same)?

FACTOR X (5.7%)

.72
-.41

.35

12. Which way does a phonograph record go? .70
8. If you were sick, who would you go to? .49

10. If you wanted to find a lion, where would
you look? .33*

16. How many wheels does a car have? .36*
17. How many toes do you have? --- .34*
28. Which one is the color of night? .36*
23. Which of these 2 groups has less checkers

in it? .32*
11. What does a dentist do? .30*

FACTOR XI (4.1%)

25. Point to the one that is most like a tent.
13. Which way does a ferris wheel go?
14. How many hands do you have?

Eleven factors accounted for 57.0% of the total variance.

*Item also shows substantial loading,on another factor.
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Table IV-17-
_... _..

PRESCHOUL INVENTORY .

_

PERCENT RESPONSES-IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY
. _

SIBLINGS

.11111b.

Response Category_

Item2 DK R NR 'V-

1 37 86.5 10.8 0.4' -0.0 ...7, 2.7 97.3
2 37 78,4 16.2 0.0 2.7- 2.7 37,8
3 37 64.9 21.6 10.8 2.7 4.0 , 97.3
4 37 56,8 24.3 10.8 2.1 5.4. 86,5
5 37 40.5 54.1 a.b, 0.11 .5.4 35.1 ...

6 37 24.3 64.9 2.7 2.1 5.4 . 21:6
7 37 10.8 83.8 0.0 5.4, ''0:0.' '17.0
8 , 37 59.5 24.3 8.1 0.4 8.1 . 91.9.
9 37 43.2 37.8 16.2 0.0 2.1' 94.6

10 37 13.1' 35.1 24.3 8.1, 18.9 89.2
11 37 54.4. 18.9 10.8 2.7 .13.5 .86.5
12 37 29.7 48.6 10.8 2.7 -8.1 91.9
13 37 21.6 56.8 8.1 5.4 8.1. .83.8
14 37 45.9 51.4 2.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
15 37 67.6 32.4 0.0 0.0 04 97.3
16 37 37.8 56.8 5.4 0.0 0.0 94.6
17 37 135 83.8 2.7 0.0 0;0 97.3
18 37 67.6 29.7 2.7 0.0 0.0 100.0
19 37 48.6 51.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8
'20 37 32.4 67.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8
21 37 32.4 67.6 0.0 0.0 4.0 5.4
22 37 40.5 54.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 10.8
23 37 21.6 70.3 8.1 0.0 0.0 31.8
24 37 2.7 89.2 8.1 0.0 0.0 29.7
25 37 70.3 29.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.0
26 36 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.4
27 37 37.8 54.1 2.7 5.4 0.0 18.9
28 37 54.1 45.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.4
29 37 40.5 54.1 2.7 0.0 2.7 32.4
30 37 48.6 43.2 2.7 2.7 2.7 21.6
31 37 56.8 35.1 2.7 2.7 2.7 21.0,
32 37 59.5 35.1 2.7 0.0 2.7 21.6

1Code: C = Correct
W = Wrong

DK = Don't Know

2See key to items.
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Table tv-le

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: VERCENT PASSING BY GROUP

SIBLINGS

Item1

Group
1 Home
I Start Control

N=21

1 81.0
2 81.0
3 47.6
4 52.4
5 42.9
6 19.0
7-. 4.8
8 66.7
9 47.6

10 19.0
11 52.4
12 28.6
13 14.3
14 38.1
15 71.4
16 38.1
17 '14.3
18 619
19 \52.4
20 28.6
21 33.3
22 28.6
23 14.3
24 0.0
25 76.2
26 52.4
27 38.1
28 61.9
29 38.1
30 47.6
31 61.9
32 66.7

1See key to items.

N=15-16

..

Total .-

Sample

N=36-37

....

-93.8 86.5
75.0 78.4 .

87.5 .64.9 ---
62.'5 ...1.01=1. 56.8
37.5 40.5
31.3 .24.3
18.8 10.8
50.0 59.5
37.5 '43.2-
6.3 13.5

56.3 54.1
31.3 29.7
31.3 21.6
56.3 45.9
62.5 67.6
37.5 37.8
12.5
75.0 67.6
43.8 48.6
37.5 -32.4
31.3 32.4
56.3 40.5
31.3 21.6
6.3 2.7

62.5 70.3
46.7 50.0
37.5 37.8
43.8 54.1
43.8 40.5
50.0 48.6

, 50.0 56.8
50.0 59.5
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Table rv-20.

KEY TO
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST

Test Booklet
Item Numbers

Fine Motor Items

Data lhalysis
Item Numbers

1
2
3

4

6

.. ,

;

Builds tower of 8 blocks
Imitates bridge
Picks longer line
Draws vertical line
Copies circle
Copies cross

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 (3) Draws girl or boy - 3 parts
7 (6) Draws girl or boy - 6 parts

7* Draw a girl or boy in which
1 = failure
2 = pass on 7 (3) but not 7 (6)
3 = pass on 7 (6)

Language Itemi

8 Uses plural
9 9 Comprehends hungry
9 10 Comprehends cold
9 11 Comprehends tired

10 12 Comprehends prepositions (on)
10 13 Comprehends prepositions (under)
10 14 Comprehends prepositions (behind)
10 15 Comprehends prepositions (in front)
11 16 Recognizes colors (red)
11 17 Recognizes colors (green)
11 18 Recognizes colors (yellow)
11 19 Recognizes colors (blue)
12 20 Opposite analogies (fire)
12 21 Opposite analogies (horse)
12 22 Opposite analogies (mother)
13 23 Composition of (door)
13 24 Composition of (spoon)
13 25 Composition of (shoe)

Gross Motor Items

14-1
14-5
14-10

Balances on one foot 1 second
Balances on one foot 5 seconds
Balances on one foot 10 seconds

*Items 7 and 26 are continuous items employed to remove item dependencies
Items 7 (3) and 7 (6) and Item 14-1, 5 and 10.
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Table IV-20

(continued)

Test Booklet
Item Numbers

14-1, 5 & 10

15
16
17
18
19
20

Personal-Social Items

Data Analysis
Item Number

26*

27
28
29
30

4 31
32

33
34
35
36
37
38

21
22
23
24
25 + 26**
27

Score for balance item in.whia.
1 = failure .

. 2 - pass'for'l'second,
. 3 m pass for 5 seconds

4 m-pass.for 10 seconds
Jumps in place

.

Broad, jump
Hops on onefOot
Heelto-toe walk
Backward heel-to-toe
CatChes.bOunced- ball

Plays interactive games
Separates from mother eiiily
Puts on clothili
Buttons up
Dresses with supervision
Dresses without supervision

*Items 7 and 26 are continuous items employed to remove item
depenegencies Items 7 (3) and 7 (6) and Item 14-1 ,5 and 10.

**One summary item represents items 25 and 26.
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DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
PERCENT RESPONSES IM EACH SCORING CATEGORY

Item

Fine Motor---r- (M=416)
90.1

2 85.6
3 62.5
4 98.1
5 68.5
6 63.7
7 (3) 47.8
7 (6) 16.1

Language (M=412)
8 47.6
9 HungrY 78.6',
9 Cold 68.7-
9 Tired 73.3
10 On 95.6
10 Under 88,6
10 Behind 7.*..6

10 Front 68.9
II Red 71.1
11 Green 68.0
II Yellow 66.7
II Blue 66.7
12 Fire 62.9
'12 Horse 56.1
12 Mother 28.4
13 Door 33.7
13 Spoon 25.5
13 Shoe 21.4

Gross Motor (N=387)
-lor-ur 97.7
14 (5) 27.6
14 (10) 9.8
15 91.5
16 85.5
17 80.4
18 24.0
19 11.6
20 46.5

Personal-Social (M=416)

Respopse_Categoryl
DK R NR

9.6

.Sum
DK, Rf NR

.2
13.7 .5 .0 .2

32.0 5.5
1.2 .2 .0 .5

29.8 1.0 .0 .7

34.9 .5 .2 .7

49.3 1.2 .5 1.2
81.0 1.2 .5 1.2

50.5 1.9
10.7 .7 3.9 6.1
22.1 1.0 2.4 5.8
16.7 1.2 2.9 5.8
3.6 .7 .0 .0

10.7 .2 .0 .5

25.5 .7 .2 1.0
28.2 1.5 .0 1.5
27.4 .7 .0 .7

30.8 .5 .0 .7

31.8 .7 .0 .7
31.1 1.2 .5 .5

16.7 1.7 7.3 11.4
26.9 1.5 6.6 9.0
52.4 1.9 6.6 10.7
49.3 1.9 7.5 7.5
54.4 1.9 10.9 7.3
58.3 1.5 11.4 7.5

.3 2.1
70.3 2.1
88.1 2.1
5.2 1.3 .3 1.8

14.0 .3 .0 .3

14.2 2.8 1.3 1.3
70.0 5.9
80.4 8.0
53.5 .0

YES NO
(I) (2)

21 87.3 12.7
22 82.7 17.3
23 99.0 1.0
24 79.6 20.4
25 + 26 78.1 21.9
27 79.8 20.2

1Code: C = Correct DK = Don't know
W = Wrong

2See key to items.

R = Refusal MR = No Response
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DENVER

Item2-

1.

DEVELOPMENTAL,SCREENING TEST;

Age'
3 1/2 4 4 1/2

N=33-42 14=91-104 14=115-121

PERCENT PASSING BY AGE

All
5 5 1/2 Ages

N=93-97 14=40-42 N=372-402

1 87.2 92.3 89.8 89.6 88.1 ' 90.0
2 92.3 77.9 83.9 91.7 85.7 85.2
3 51.3 51.0 65.3 77.1 61.9 62.7
4 100.0 98.1 96.6 99.0 97.6 98.0
5 69.2 62.5 64.4 78.1 73.8 68.7
6 53.8 55.8 61.9 72.9 73.8 63.4
7 (3) 35.9 36.5 50.0 61.5 54.8 48.4
7 (6) 17.9 8.7 20.3 15.6 19.0 15.8

an ua e
8 51.3 43.6 45.4 50.5 53.7 47.6
9 Hungry 66.7 81.2 80.7 82.1 73.2 79.0
9 Cold 51.3 59.4 71.4 75.8 82.9 68.6-
9 Tired 66.7 66.3 72.3 81.1 80.5 73.2
10 On 94.9 98.0 95.0 95.8 97.6 96.2
10 Under 84.6 88.1 84.9 92.6 92.7 88.4
10 Behind 59.0 67.3 72.3 77.9 85.4 72.4
10 Front 61.5 59.4 69.7 71.6 85.4 . 68.4
11 Red 59.0 70.3 68.1 71.6 85.4 70.4
11 Green 48.7 66.3 66.4 70.5 82.9 67.3
11 Yellow 59.0 60.4 65.5 71.6 82.9 66.8
11 Blue 56.4 58.4 65.5 75.8 78.0 66.6
12 Fire 56.4 65.3 58.0 68.4 63.4 62.8
12 HOrse 41.0 63.4 49.6 57.9 61...) 55.4
12 Mother 15.4 27.7 24.4 38.9 34.1 28.9
13 Door 25.6 17.8 34.5 46.3 43.9 33.2
13 Spoon 20.5 9.9 26.9 38.9 31.7 25.3
13 Shoe 12.8 11.9 18.5 34.7 24.4 20.8

ross Motor
1 100.0 96.7 97.4 100.0 97.5 98.1

14 (5) 24.2 17.6 27.8 34.4 40.0 28.0
14 (10) 0.0 3.3 10.4 17.2 15.0 9.9
15 97.0 89.0 91.3 92.5 90.0 91.4
16 84.8 84.6 82.0 88.2 97.5 86.3
17 78.8 79.1 79.1 86.0 80.0 80.9
18 , 15.2 11.0 24.3 31.2 45.0 24.2
19 9.1 8.8 8.7 17.2 15.0 11.6
20 39.4 38.5 46.1 61.3 42.5 47.0

92.9 89.0 86.9 85.6 88.1 87.8
22 78.6 82.0 84.3 82.5 83.3 82.6
23 97.6 99.0 99.2 99.0 100.0 99.0
24 76.2 82.0 75.2 81.4 85.7 79.6
25 + 26 66.7 72.0 83.5 80.4 81.0 77.9
27 73.8 73.0 83.5 86.6 73.8 79.6

e intervals: 3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51) months); 4 1/2 (52-57 months);
(58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven children with ages below 38

,onths or above 70 months were excluded from the tctal sample. The N for
ach item varies because of missing data.

ee key to items.
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Table IV-24

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST: -PERCENT PASSING BY GROUP

Item'
Home Start
N=170-187

Control
N=117-126

Head Start
N=92-98

Total
Sample

N=379-407

Fine Motor-1--- 88.5 93.6 88.8 90.1
2 82.5 87.2 87.8 85.2
3 57.9 64.8 69.4 62.8
4 97.3 99.2 98.0 98.0
5 65.0 72.8 70.4 68.7
6 59.0 64.0 72.4 63.8
7 (3) 44.3 52.0 50.0 18.0
7 (6) 14.2 14.4 21.4 16.0

Language
8 51.1 45.2 44.8 47.:8

9 Hungry 81.1 73.8 82.3 79.1
9 Cold 63.9 67.5 77.1 68.2
9 Tired 75.0 67.5 77.1 73.1

10 On 96.7 95.2 96.9 96.3
10 Under 88.9 85.7 90.6 88.3 '

10 Behind 71.1 71.4 76.0 72.4
10 Front 66.1 72.2 67.7 68.4
11 Red 69.4 65.1 79.2 70.4
11 Green 68.9 65.1 68.7 67.7
11 Yellow 68.3 63.5 67.7 66.7
11 Blue 68.3 66.7 63.5 66.7
12 Fire 60.6 59.5 70.8 62.7
12 Horse 52.2 49.2 69.8 55.5
12 Mother 27.8 27.8 31.2 28.6
13 Door 34.4 31.7 33.3 33.3
13 Spoon 26.1 29.4 19.8 25.6
13 Shoe 21.1 19.0 24.0 21.1

Gross Motor
---rir-Ti-- 97.1 98.3 97.8 97.6

14 (5) 23.5 34.2 27.2 27.7
14 (10) 7.1 12.8 12.0 10.0
15 92.4 88.0 93.5 91.3
16 84.7 85.5 90.2 86.3
17 77.6 82.1 82.6 80.2
18 ' 25.3 24.8 21.7 24.3
19 10.6 12.8 12.0 11.6
20 43.5 49.6 48.9 46.7

Personal-Social
21 90.4 83.6 86.7 87.5
22 80.7 86.9 80.6 82.6
23 98.9 98.4 100.0 99.0
24 80.2 77.9 79.6 79.4
25 + 26 74.3 79.5 81.6 77.6
27 79.7 79.5 79.6 79.6-----

'See key to items.
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DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SoliEENiNG TEST
INTERITM AND ITEM-SUBTOTAL CORRELATIONS -

..(Ns, range_ from...3.87_to...A1fiL.

,
, `:-. , "- . ... _2=,-,= -,f,. t' :-..;,t:X4.,,,,, ,s-''(,,,b .:, .
Table Itr25- - "---7--.-- --4- ' 4 4:1;::JY, ,' ' .-.S.':',P=4^I .. ..

' .:
r

TINE MOTOR LAt.GORGE
-Sub- Sub-

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 total. 0 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 10 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 total

FINE MOTOR
; 20
3 09 09
4 25 19 04
5 16 33 12 21

6 17 39 30 15 49 .

7 10 22 22 10 33 45

Subtotal- 27 39 26 22 46 62 46

- 6. 4 . ...A.

,

GROSS MOTOR PERSohn-boCIAL

26 27.20 29 30 31 32 total 33 34 35 36-37'30

Wm.

LAMAJAGE
0 11 13 15 -07 10 15 13 22
9 00 04 24 05 10 18 21 25 00

10 12 11 25 -03 23 26 28 35 16 24
11 20 21 25 00 22 27_ 28 39 21 -29, 40 ---_

12 15 17 12 20 13 13 00 20 04 00 06 14
13 10 20 13 03 27 19 21 30 08 09 20 20 15

14 09 21 24 08 19 27 21 33 13 17 20 19 03 29 .

15 12 24 27 12 24 20 25 38 21 10 27 35 04 32 41
16 12 10 25 00 10 20 25 35 17 16 30 26 07-16 27 27
17 13 12 31 -03 22 31 32 40 15 16 24 23 13 20 10 33 52
le 14 17 20 02 19 28 33 39 16 08 -30 25 18 25 29 35 57 54
19 16 16 25 02 14 30 31 37 15 03 27 20 10 25 26 31 49 5163
20 20 22 22 14 26 30 30 41 20 22 33 37 10 20 26 36 20 25 33 27
21 13 25 23 04 25 31 20 40 17 10 30 35 12 10 22 29 20 21 27 20 47
22 03 12 21 -03 11 17 15 22 19 12 19 23 13 11 12 20 20 22 30 25 29 31
23 10 03 27 35 46 48 21 20 30 20 10 19 22 27 26 31 29:30 35 32 26
24 03 1g il 01 24 26 31 36 12 10 25 20 10 16 21 27 20 23 2515 22 27 21 55.'
25 06 15 22 00 23 31 31 37 16 13 21 26 00 13 16 21 25 24 27 27 25 25 20 57 52

Subtotal 21 31 43 06 30 40 49 57 20 26 49 50 18 35 41 SI 53 52 60 54 54 49 40 56 46 47 .

GROSS MOMR
26 04 19 17 09 10 21 24 31 09 11 13 12 03 05 17 12 13 11 15 13 16 04 09 19 16 22 24
27 03 05 -05 05 09 03 12 08 -04 01 07 10 10 04 01 02 09- 07 11 08 05 02 05 04-01-05 08 12 .

28 15 11 01 09 13 00 10 15 01 -02 09 06 14 12 09 05 03 03 09 15 14 12 07 07 05 00 14 05 03.
29 02 15 05 06 24 17 23 26 11 17 14 10 06 13 13 18 00 13 12 14 10 16 13 17 14 14 26 24 10 09
30 11 14 16 06 15 24 31 33 14 09 13 13 06 05 12 19 14 10 15 17 19 17 11 30 27 23 31 20 00 16 22
31 04 07 12 04 14 21 23 25 15 07 09 11 04 06 06 12 10 10 12 13 15 09 10 20 10 23 23 26 00 06 16 51
32 09 12 11 06 16 24 25 29 06 15 10 17 07 05 14 12 11 12 17 15 14 14 09 18 13 11 25 25 10 10 23 20 23

SuaMootal 12 23 18 11 29 32 40 47 14 17 23 23 13 13 21 22 10 10 25 25 25 19 17 31 25 27 59 38 13 14 34 42 39 34
PERSONAL-SOCIAL

33 12 15 OR 14 15 12 00 18 09 00 05 14 10 10 08 16 03 04 06 09 15 07 03 13 04 02 15 00 09 05 09 10-01 14 14

34 11 05 04 16 04 03 11 11 03 02 04 06 03 10 07 03 02 12 10 08 04 00 07 04 04 10 10 07 14 00 15 00 09 00 10 -06

35 -03 05 05 -01 07 12 04 08 03 03 00 08-02-03 01 00 07 13 06 06-01-02-07 00-02-03 03 05 00704 03 05 03 03 06 04 02
36 13 22 10 14 10 24 14 24 -01 09 15 15 0,7 13 13 13 08 12 15 11 08 06 00 06 05 11 le 07 02 08 06 03 00 22 15 15 02 07
37 05 20 13 14 11 11 07 17 00 09 10 04 v4 03 12 13 19 15 11 09 10 08 12 00 12 10 18 -01 06-02 As 04 08 02 05 01 03 07 19
30 13 28 04 09 19 20 23 29 01 06 14 10 01 08 le 10 13 13 17 17 08 06 10 15 09 04 19 14 11 07 13 11 00 14 21 13 09 13 28 31

Subtotal 19 33 14 23 22 26 23 22 04 10 18 18 08 15 21 20 17 21 22 20 16 10 14 16 11 13 23 13 15 06 19 10 11 19 24 09 04 12 29 25 39
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Table 1V-27

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS!
FOUR FACTORS EXTRACTED

(Item Ns range from 387 to 416)

IteM2
Fine Motor

1
2

3

4

5

6
7 (3 + 6)

FI

15
19
48

-07
29
40
39

FIX

48

58
00
56
46
36
19

FIII

04
-13
-10
-05
-27
34
45

FIV

07
13
14
05
06
18
20

h2
_

26
41
26
32 4

37
43
43

Language
8 38 01 -12 -06. 16
9 32 11 -13 -05 13

10 54 15 -06 09 33
11 55 28 -08 -02 38
12 16 31 05 10 13
13 39 28 07 10 24
14 42 23 -03 17 26
15 55 23 -03 13 37
16 50 -06 01 55 56
17 49 -09 -03 60 61
18 54 -03 -01 61 67
19 48 -05 -04 60 60
20 61 29 -05 -03 46
21 61 23 -04 11 44
22 48 -01 -06 08 24
23 59 01 -43 -00 53
24 53 -07 -38 -04 43
25 53 -09 -41 -01 46

Gross Motor
26 06 10 -57 14 36
27 -10 17 -08 33 15
28 10 28 -09 -02 09
29 09 19 -42 12 24
30 17 03 -68 01 49
31 09 -05 -67 06 46
32 09 21 -43 14 25

Personal-Social
33 08 40 -04 -00 17
34 -02 09 -11 23 08
35 -11 02 -11 35 15
36 02 41 -08 27 25
37 04 22 -03 34 17
38 -05 37 -21 43 37

PCT. V 13.6 6.7 7.0 6.2

Four factors accounted for 33.5% of the total variance.

1Principal components factor analysis followed by a varimax rotation.

2See Key to items.
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Table IV-28

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(Items Ns range from 387-416)

FACTOR I (9.9%)
Loading

20. Opposite analogies (fine) -. .61
21. Opposite analogies (horse) .61
23. Composition (door) .59*of
11. Comprehends tired .55
15. Comprehends prepositions (in front) .55
10. Comprehends .54cold
18. Recognizes colors (yellow) .54*
24. Composition (spoon) .53*of
25. Composition of (shoe) .53*
16. Recognizes colors (red) .50*
17. Recognizes colors (green) .49*
22. Opposite analogies (Mother) .48
19. Recognizes colors (blue) .48*
3. longer line .48Picks

14. Comprehends prepositions (behind) .42
6. Copies .40*cross

13. Comprehends prepositions (under) .39
7. Draws a boy or girl (3 + 6) .39*
8. .38Uses plural
9. Comprehends hungry .32

FACTOR II (6.7%)

2. Imitates bridge .58
4. Draws vertical line .56

1. Builds tower of 8 blocks .48

5. Copies circle .46

36. .41Buttons up
33. Plays interactive games .40
38. Dresses without supervision .37*
6. Copies cross .36*

12. Comprehends prepositions (on) .31

*Item also has substantial loading on another factor.

(continued)
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Table 1V-28

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(Item Ns range from 387-416)

(continued)

FACTOR III (7.0%).
Loadings

30. jeel-to-toe Wilk -.68
31. Backward heel-to-toe -.67
26. Balances on one foot ... -.57
7. Draws boy or girl- .45*
32. Catches bounced ball -.43
23. Composition of (door) -.43*
29. Hops on one foot -.42
25. Composition (shoe)of
24. CoMposition of (spoon)
6. Copies .34*cross

FACTOR IV

18.
19.
17.
16.
35.
37.
27.

(6.2%)

Recognizes colors (yellow)
Recognizes .60*

.60*
55* -

.35

.34

.33

colors (blue)
Recognizes colors (green)
Recognizes colors (red)

4-

Puts on clothing
Dresses with supervision
Jumps in place

Four factors accounted 33.5% of the total variance.'

*Item also has substantial loading on another factor.
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Treatment
, Group N Mean SD SE , Mean SD SEN Mean SD SEN Mean SD SE

Hone Start 183 12.1 1.9 .14 185 29.1 4.5 .33 168 11.7 1.6 .12 185 11.0 1.1. .08

Control 124 12.3 1.8 .16 122 28.5 4.0 . 6 117 11.7 1.7 .16 126 11.1 .98 .09

Head7Start 109 12.7 1.7 .17 107 29.2 4.2 ..40 102 11.9 1.6 .16 105 11.1 1...1 .11

Total Sample 416 12.3 1.8 .09 412 28.9 4.3 .21 387 11.7 1.7 .08 416 11.1 1.1 .05



fz

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST

Pine Motor Language - ..,...., Gross Motor' .Persorial-Social
(pcssibie rangep7-15) (possible range=18-36) (possible iengess7-16) (possible range=7-12)

N Mean SD SE N .Mean SD SE N Mean . SD SE N , . Wan Sri SE
im..-ii.

----, . .

.

42 10.8 1.8 28 39 25.5 3.6 .58 33 10.5 .87 .15- 42 10.5 1.2 .18 --

103 11.7 1.8 .18 99 27.5 3.8 .38 _ 8S 11.1 1.3 .14 103 10.9 1.1 .11
_ .

121* 12.3 1.8 .17 124 28.1 4.3 .39 116 11.8 1.7 .16 124 11.2 1.0 .09

, _ -

100 13.2 1.3-: .13 101 30.7 3.7 .37 100 12.3 1.5 .15 100 11.2 1.0 .10

43 13.6 1.2 .19 43 31.3 3.3 .50 43 12.9 1.6 .25 42 11.4 .83 .13

409 12.3 1.8 .09 406 28.9 4.2 .21 380 11.8 1.6 .08 411 11.1 1.1 .05

213 12.1 1.7 .12 212 29.0 4.3 .29 197 11.5 1.7 .12 209 11.0 1.1 .08

_--

203 12.5 1.9 .13 200 28.8 4.3 .30 190 12.0 1.5 .11 207 11.1 1.0 .07

I
1 416 12.3 1.8 .09 412 28.9 4.3 .21 387 11.7 1.7 .08 416 11.1 1.1 .05

3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51) months; 4 i/2
; 5 (58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven
ages below 38 months or above 70 months were
the total sample for this analysis. :,
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Table IV-3 2

,DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
- PALL-SPRING GROMTH _

_

Six,. Site Analysis
Home Start Control

(14=192) fli=13021)

Mean SD -Mean SD

.PourrSite Analysis*
Nome. Start .flead Start-

(N-i--13 2) (N=11,2)"
Mean SD Mean SD .

Language
26.53 4.31
29.56 4.23
3.04 3.07

.

12:61*

26.34 3.72
28.74 3.78
2.40 _2.61

_
957*

-

27.49 4.29
30.26 4.30
2.77 3404

9.6r

,

26.57 3:83:-:,

29.5S-.. 3.86,'

, 4.98 2.45,7-... . . . . 4".

... ;..... ,.....-

Pa11.

-Spring
, Difference-

t ratio

Grods Motor-17117-
Spring
Difference

t ratio

.

10.90 1.59
11.83 1.63

.93 1.50
.._-_

7.43*

.

10.93 1.52
.11.85 1.57

.92 1.49

6.13*

-

11,

. .,.

.10 ' 1.65'

12.06 .' 1.71:.

..96 1.54
.

6.36*
.

;
.

. . .

.11.14 --1.72*-.

;12.06 1.59:;,-*

-.92 1.58-

5.41*
_

Pine Motor
10.36 2.21
12.20 1.88
1.84 1.58

15.39*

10.43 1.84
12.25 1.75
1.82 1.43

13.85*

_:.

-10.80 2.28-

12.59 1.83
1.79 1.55

12.58*

.

10.57 1.83 1'

12.75 1.72-
2.18 1.59

14.12*

-P-TliI-
Spring
Difference

-

i
"t ratio

Personal Social
10.10 .95
11.01 1.10

.91 1.16

10.50*

-10.27 .89

11.12 .99

.85 1.21

7.78*

10.24 .93
11.12 :1.04

.88 1.22
,

7.90*

.

10.41 .84

,11.11 1.12.

--.70 1.88

6.63*

Pall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

*p<.05
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Table IV-33

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
Item Means--Home Start and Control, Six Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain'

Item

4. Draws vertical line
7. Drams Oa or boy
6. Copies cross
5. Copies circle
3. Picks-longer line
2. Builds bridge
I.. Builds timer

Gross Motor

32. Catches bounced ball
30. For4ardhee.L-to-toe waik
29. Bbps on one foot
26. Balances on ore font
31. Backward heel-lx-tbet walk
28. Broad jump
27. 17timps in place

Arsenal-Social

38. Dresses without supervision

36. Butt= up
37. Dresses with supervision
33. Plays interactive games

35. Puts on clothing
34. Separates frac mother easily

Language

lime Start
Fall

(N=175)
Gain Rank

Cktitrol (14=119)

Fall Spring Garn Bark

1.56 1.98 .42* 1 1.57 1:98 .41*

1.28 1.63 35* 2 1.27 1.62 35*
,

1.29 1.61 33* 3 1.25 1.61 35*
1.37 1.67 .30*. 4 1.25 1.69- .30*

1.39 1.60 .21* 5 1.40- 1.57 .17*:

1.67 1.82 .14* 6 1.71 1.88 .17**
1.79 149 .10* 7 1.83 1.90

Mts. Start
Fall

(N=144)

Gain Rank
Ccntrol

Fall
(N=100)

Gain'

1.26 1.44 .19* 1 1.32 1.48 .16*
1.12 1.31 .18* 2 1.13 1.22 .09*
1.65 1.81 .17* 3 1.57 1.79 .22*
2.19 2.35 15*- -4 2.22 2.47 :25*
1.04 1.14 .I0* 5 1.03 1.11 .08*

1.76 1.84 .08 6 1.74 1.87 .13*
1.88 1.94 .06 7 1.92 1.91 -.01

Here Start
Fall Ssiring

(N=180)

Gain Rank

Ci

antra (14=122)
,

Fall Spring Gain itank

1.32 1.78 .46* 1 1.32 1.84 .52*

1.57 1.77 .20* 2 1.60 1.81 .21*
1.65 1.76 3 1.70 1.77 .07

1.81 1.89 .08* 4 1.83 1.87 .04

1.94 1.99 .06* 5 1.98 1.98 .01
1.81 1.82 .01 6 1.85 1.84 -.01

we Start
Fall

16. Recognizes colors (red) 1.47 1.76
II. Cbmpmehends tired 1.52 1.77
21. Cpposite analogies (horse) 1.39 1.63
20. Cpposite analogies (fire) 1.43 1.67
10. Cbmpzehends cold 1.48 1.71
17. Recognizes colors (green) 1.52 1.73
18. Recognizes °odors (yellow) 1.52 1.72
24. Composition of (sprat') 1.13 1.33
19. Recognizes colors (blue) 1.49 1.67
9. CbmpzehendS hungry 1.63 1.80

23. Composition of (cbor) 1.23 1.40
25. Cbmposition of (toe) 1.13 1.28
22. Opposite analogies (wither) 1.19 1.34
14. Cbmpzehends prepositions (behind) 1.57 1.71
8. Utes.plural 1.37 1.49

15. Cbmprehends prepositions (in front) 1.61 1.72
13. Cbmprebenda prepositions (under) 1.87 1.89
12. Cbmprehends prepositions (on) 222 1.96 1.94

lItenswithin each scale listed irrorder of decreasing

(14=1.63)

Gain Rank

.29*

.25*

.24*

.24*

.22*

.21*

. 20*

.19*

. 18*

.18*

.17*
.15*

.15*

.14*
.12*

.10*
. 02

-.02

Ccntrol (14=109)

Fall Gain Raai

'1!'

2'
3
4

5
6

I 1.50 1.67 .17* 5.5
2 1.60 1.74 15* 94

3.5 1.37 1.46 .09 16:5;

3.5 1.36 1.63 .28* 1.4
5 1.50 1.65 .16*
6 1.45 1.67 .22* 31..

7 1.49 1.63 .15* 9.5.;

8 1.08 1.26 .17* 5.5'
9.8 1.50 1.65 15#

P.5
9.5 1.64 1.78 .14* 12'

11 1.13 1.32 .19* 4%.

12.5 1.06 1.17 .11* 14

12.5 1.15 1.26 .11* 14,'

14 1.64 1.72 .08 18'

15 1.43 1.52 .09 164
16 1.63 1.74 .11* 14

17 1.36 1.63 .28* 1.5
18 1.50 1.65 .15* .9.5

mean gain for Fare Start.



Table IV-34
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST

Item Means- -Home Start and Head Start, Four Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

.n.

Item
Fine tiotor

Mae Start (N120) Head Start (W107)
Fall axing Gain Rank Fall Ssoring Gain Rank

4. Draws vertical line 1.59 1.98 39* 1.5 1.71 1.98 .27e
, 7. Draws girl or boy 1.37 1.76 .39* 1.5 1.21 1.73 1
'6; Copies cross 1.37 1.71 33* 3 1:30 1.74-- .44* 2-
5. Copies circle 1.47 1.76 .29 4 1.38 1.73 .35*

Picks laver line 1.45 1.67 .22* 5 1.41 1.72 .31* .4,
2. Builds bridge 1.74 1.84 .10* 6 1.72 1.92 .20* 6
1. Builds tomer 1.81 1.87 .07 7 1.83 1.93 .10* 7

'Gross Not=
Ebrward heel-to-toe walk

,2 Balances on cm foot
32. Catches_ tamed ball

-29. Mops on coe foot
11. Backward heel-to-toe walk
'28. Broad jarp
27. asps in place

Persanal-Social
Dresses witbout supervision

36. Butt= up
37. Dresses with supervision
33. Plays interactive games
35. Puts on clothing
34. Separates frau Bother easily

Language
16. Recognizes colors (red)
21. Opposite analogies (1orse)
24. Cancosition of (spocn)
17. Recionynizes colors (green)

10. Recognizes colors (yellow)
23. Composition of (door)

'125. Composition of (shoe)
20. Ctposite analogies (fixe)

-.10. Carprehends cold
-11. Comprehends tired
19.. Recogazes colors (blue)

-' 9. Comprehends hungry .

, 22. OFpasite Analogies (nother)
,14. Caprehends prepositicns (behind)

Uses plural8.
15. Calprehends prerositicns (in front)
13. Comprehends prepositicas (under)
12. '1 = - 9-5 -iticns (al)

$ .o

Hme Start (lkK05)
Fall Spring Qin

Head Start- (W87)
Rank Fall Spring Gain ";RianIC-7

1.14 1.37 .23* 1 1.10 1.22 .11* 3-/;--
2.23 2.42 .19* 2 2.32 2.30 .06 6
1.32 1.48 .15* 3 1.31 1.59 .28* 1.5"I
1.69 Le3 .14* 4 1.61 1.09 .28* -1.5,
1.06 1.18 .12* 5 1.06 1.13 .07 5
1.75 1.84 .09 6 1.82 1.91 .09 4.
1..90 1.94 .04 7 1.92 .1.95 .03 7.

liale start (w120) Head Start (N0102) -`

Rank Fall Gain Rank,:
1.34 1.79 45* 1 1.39 1.78 39* 1
1.60 1.80 .20 2 .1.62 1:83 .22* 2
1.69 1.81 .12* 3 1.71 1.61 al* 3
1.83 1.91 .07 4 1.84 1.85 .01 5
1.94 2.00 .06 5 1.97 2.00 .03 4
1.83 1.82 -.02 6 1.88_ 1.82 -.06 6

Wee Start (WI12) Head Start (W-96)
Gain Rank Fall Gain Rank

1.52 1.79 .27* 1 1.69 1.78 .09 15
1.45 1.67 .22* 2.5 1.41 1.65 .24* 2.5
1.18 1.40 .22* 2.5 1.14 1.22 .08 16
1 54 1.75 .21* 5 1.56 1.72 .16* 1.1
1.54 1.75, .21* 5 1:53 1.73 .20* 5
1.31 1.53 .21* 5 1.15 1.32 .18* 9
1.18 1.37 .19* 8 1.07 1.19 .11* 14
1.50 1.69 .19* 8 1.24 1.69 45* 1:
1.60 1.79 .19* 8 1.52 1.76 .24* 2.5,.
1.62 1.79 .17* 10.5 1.61 1.75 .14* 12
1.53 1.70 .17* 10.5 1.54 1.73 .19* 7
1.70 1.86 .16* 12.5 1.65 1.85 .21* 4
1.22 1.36 .16* 12.5 1.09 1.28 .19* 7
1.63
1.40

1.74
1.48 .14*

14
15

1.62
1.33

1.81
1.46

.19*

.13
7

13
1.71 1.72 .02 16 1.55 1.72 .17* 10
1.89 1.90 .01 17 1.87 1.93 .05 17 -

1.96 1.96 -.01 18 1.99 1.97 -.02 18

inns within each sca3.e listed in order of decreasing mean gain for time Start.
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Table IV-35

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ITEM CHANGE

ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(N=285)

Loading

FACTOR I (5.3%)

17. Recognizes colors '(green). .68
16. Recognizes colors (red). .67
19. Recognizes colors (alue). :65
1$. Recognizes colors (yellow). .64

FACTOR II (4.9%)

24. Composition of (spoon). .77
25. Composition of (shoe)t .74
23. Composition of (door). .62

FACTOR III (3.9%)

4." Draws vertical line. .70
7. Draws boy or girl. ile -- -.46

29. Hops on one foot. .45
3. Picks longer line. .32*

II. Comprehends tired. .31*

FACTOR IV (3.6%)

20. Oppoiite analogies (fire);
21. Opposite analogies (horse).
7. Draws boy or girl. -

15. Comprehends prepositions (in front).
4

FACTOR V, (3.6%)

36. Button buttoas. .73
12. Comiordhends preposition (on). .46
10. Comprehends cold. .32*

.74

.65_

.31w

.30*

FACTOR VI (3.6%)

38. Dresses without supervision. -.72
35. Puts on pants. .61
10. Comprehends cold.

(continued)
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Table IV-35

(continued)

7"

FACTOR VII (4.1%)

8. Uses plural. ,

26. Balances on one foot.
37. Tells front of clothes from back.

.

3. PickO longer line.

FACTOR VIII (3.5%)

., ....,.. .41-'..
. . -.32*,

.
.....;,,.%51!'.

_ a ..4.,',............... ..,,.........:............-0 .1-. -.1-..,.. -
. . . .

30. Forward heel-to-toe walk.
31. Backward heel-to-toe walk.
32. Catches bounced ball.

FACTOR IX (3.6%)

..74
.58,

.38

2. Builds bridge.
14. Comprehends prepositions (behind). 061
27. Jumps in place. -.32*

FACTOR X (3.6%)

34. Separates from mother easily.
27.° Jumps in place.
11. Comprehends tired.
12. Comprehends preposition (on).

FACTOR XI (3.9%)

.69

.59

. .31*
.31*

6. Copies cross. -.71
5. Copies circle. -.63 .

7. Draws girl or boy.

FACTOR XII (3.4%)
%

28. Broad jump. .71
3. Picks longer line. .36

FACTOR XIII' (3.5%)

13. Comprehends prepositions (under). .77
15. Comprehends prepositions (in front). .46

(continued)
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FACTOR XIV (3.4%)

.
Table IV-35

(continued)

1. builds tower.
33. Plays intractive games.
11.. Comprehends tired.

FACTOR XV (3.6%)

,

Loading

.77

.37 -

.30*

9. Comprehends hungry. .74
37. Tells front of clothes from back. .43*
10. Comprehends cold. .34*

FACTOR XVI (3.2%)

22. Opposite analogies (mother). .76

Sixteen factors accounted for 61.0% of the total variance.

*Item also loads on another factor.
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Table IV-36
.4.-

8-BLOCK TASK
PERCENT OF RESPONSES BY AGE
FINAL PLACEMENT OP SHORT 0

Age One Dimension
(years) N Incorrect Matched Correct

3 1/2 37 5.4 51.4 43.2_

4 97 1.0 38.1 60.8

4 1/2 119 6.7 31.1 62:2

5 98 1.0 21.4, /7.6.

5 1/2 43 0.0 18.6 81.4

Total 394 3.0 31.0 66.0

Table 1V-37

8-BLOCK TASK
PERCENT OF RESPONSES BY AGE

EXPLANATION OF SHORT 0 PLACEMENT2

No One Both
Age I Correct Dimension Dimensions

(years) N Verbalization Verbalized Verbalized

3 1/2 36 88.9 5.6 5.6

4 97 76.3 20.6 3.1

4 1/2 118 57.6 30.5 11.9'

5 97 46.4 34.0 19.6

5 1/2 43
A

34.9 37.2 27.9

Total 391 59.8 27.4 12.8

'Age intervals: 3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51 months); 4 1/2
(52-57 months); 5 (58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven
children with ages below 38 months or above 70 months were
excluded from'the total sample.

2Three children with valid placements on Short 0 were missing
explanations on the 8-Block score form.
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Table 1V-38

8-BLOCK TASK
PERCENT OF RESPONSES BY AGE
FINAL PLACEMENT OF TALL X

Age One Dimension
(years) N Incorrect Matched Correct

3 1/2 37 16.2 56.8 27.0

4 97 14.4 41.2 44.3

4 1/2 119 10.1 35.3 54.6

5 98 2.0 35.7 62.2

5 1/2 43 2.3 . 23.3 74.4

Total 394 8.9 37.6 53.6

Table IV-39

8-BLOCK TASK
PERCENT OF RESPONSES BY AGE

EXPLANATION OF TALL X PLACEMENT2.

No One Both
Age' Correct Dimension Dimensions
ears) N Verbalization Verbalized Verbalized

3 1/2 36 86.1 8.3 5.6

4 95 81.6 12.6 6.3

4 1/2 119 62.2 23.5 14.3

5 98 49.0 29.6 21.4

5 1/2 43 46.5 18.6 34.9

Total 391 63.9 20.5 15.6

'Age intervals: 3 1/2 (38-45 months); 4 (46-51 months); 4 1/2
(52-57 months); 5(58-63 months); 5 1/2 (64-70 months); seven
children with ages below 38 months or above 70 months were
excluded from the total sample.

2Three children with valid placements on Tall X were missing
explanations on the 8-Block score form.
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Table IIT.40

8-BLOCK CHILD SCORES

N
PLACfaNT
Mean SD

EXPLANATION
Mean SD

TOTAL
Mean SD

TOTAL SAMPLE 401 3.1 .94 1.1 1.37 4.1 2.01

SEX:

M 202 3.1 .98 ' 1.0 1.32 4.1 2.01

r 199 3.1 .91 1.1 1.42 4.2 2.01

AGE (YEARS):

3h 37 2.5 .93 .4 .96 2.8 1.,.61

4 97 2.9 .88 .5 .98 3.4 1.51

41/2 119 3.0 1.03 1.1 1.34 4.1 2.02

5 1 98 3.4 .77 1.5 1.48 4.8 1.98

51/2 43 3.5 .74 1.8 1.58 5.4 2.06



Table IV-42

MEAN NUMBER OF SERVINGS AND FOOD SCORES CLASSIFIED AS
POOR AND SATISFACTORY1

Spring 1974

HOME START/CONTROlt HEAD START

Diet
uality

Food N
Grou s

Poor Saasfactory
N=270 N=51

Poor Satisfactory
N=64 N=48

Mean
No.
Serv.

Mean
Food
Score

Mean Mean d
No. Food
Serv. Score I

Mean Mean
No. Food
Serv. Score

Mean Mean
No. Food

Serv. Score

Milk 1.1 1.0 2.8 2.1 1.6 1.3 3.0 2.2

Meat 2.6 1.3 2.4 1.4 2.6 1.3 3.2 1.4

Eggs' .5 .2 .7 .2 .4 .2 3 , 1

A-Veg. .2 .8 .4 .1 .1 .6 .5 .2

C-Fruit .4 .1 1.6 .5 .8 .3 3.0 .8

Other
Frts./Vegs. 2.1 1.4 3.6 2.3 3.4 1.9 4.7 2.4

Bread/
Cereal 4.1 3.2 6.3 3.9 3.5 2.9 5.7 3.9

Total Serv. 11.3 - 17.9 - 12.-5 - 20.5 -

Dietary
Score - 7.3 - 10.1 - 8.0 - 11.0

1Since only one child had a diet rated excellent, the_"excellent"
category is excluded from the table.
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Table rV-43

NUTRIENT CONTENT OF SATISFACTORY DIETS1

Food Grolkm
Food

Scores
Wt/ftod

Score
gm

Total
Weight

gm
Prctein

gm
Iron
mg

Calciun
mg

Vitcmin
A
IU

Vitanin
C
mg

Ihimmin
mg

Rito-
flavin

ug
Niacin

mg

Milk 2.1 200 420 14.7 trace 495.6
4

588 4.2 .126 .714 .42

Mat 1.4 60 85 22.1 2.8 9.35 34 .0 .042 .17 3.40
cooked chuck .

Eggs
hard boiled

.2 50 10 1.29 .23 5.4 118 0 .009 .028 .01

A-Vegetable
carrots

.1 50 5 .045 .003 .165 52.5 .003 trace trace .002

C-Fruit .

orange juice
(canned.unsweetened)

.5 50 25
-:04.-

.2 .1 2.5 50 10.0 .018 .005 .08

Other Fruit/Vegetable
french fried potato 1.0 100 100 4.3 1.3 15.0 trace 21.0 .13 .08 3.1
banana 1.3 100 130 1.4 .9 10.4 247 13.0 .065 .078 .91

Bread/Cereal
2 slices 2.0 25 50 4.35 1.2 35.0 trace trace .06 .04 .51
1/2 c ak oatmeal 1.0 100 100 3.3 1.1 13.0 0 0 ..16 .03 .2
1/2 c ak modles 1.0 100 100 4.1 .9 10.0 70 0 .14 .08 1.2

1B7rAL 55.8 8.5 596.415 1159.5 48.2 0.75 1.226 9.832

R1DA 3-6 ear old 30.0 10.0 800.0 2500.6 40.0 0.9 1.1 12.0

1Bocds listed under each food group were arbitrarily selected as almost typical of children's diets. Weight per
food score is based on amounts specified by the data collectica procedure.
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Table IV-44

FOOD INTAKE QUESTIONNAIRE
MEAN NUMBER OF SERVINGS FOR EACH FOOD GROUP-

AND PROPORTIONS OF DAILY TOTAL - FOOD SERVINGS AND DIETARY SCORES
Fall 1973 and Spring 1974

Food Group

Fall (N=553)
Number_

of Servings

Spring (N=434)
Number

of Servings

Mean SD Mean "SD

Food Servings
Milk 1.50 1.25 1.61 1.39
Meat 2.17 1.37 2.78 1.75
Eggs .59 2.24 .50 .79
Vitamin-A vegetables .28 .80 .26 .74
Citrus fruits .93 1.69 .87 2.01
Other_fruits and vegetables 2.47 2.37 2.77 2.95
Bread and cereal 3.95 2.26 4.50 2.46

FOOD TOTAL 11.90 5.20 13.30 6.08

Dietary Scores
MIIk 1.29 .84 1.34 .88
Meat 1.22 .37 1.30 .29
Eggs .23 .29 .22 .29
Vitamin-A vegetables .11 .22 .10 .22
Citrus fruits .32 .46 .30 .44
Other fruits and vegetables 1.75 .90 1.71 .95
Bread and cereal 3.11 1.11 3.30 1.02

ihEZARY TOTAL 8.03 2.08 8.27 2.16

Dietary Score for Combined
ER Groups

Milk 1.29 .84 1.34 .88
Meat and eggs 1.44 .48 1.52 .40
All fruits and vegetables 2.18 1.18 2.11 1.22
Breads and cereals 3.11 1.11 3.30 1.02

TOTAL 8.03 2.08 8.27 2.16
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NUTRITIONAL INTAKE BY FOOD GROUP AND pERCENTAGE OF-IDEAL'iNTAKE

Food Grou

' Home Start,
. N=192

Control.
N=130 -

Head Start.:.--=-
N=112' .

* Total Sample
*1'4434'

Ideal
Score Mean SD

% of-
Ideal Mean SD

%.of
Ideal...Mean

-: qt
-iaiiil iklean

*Al of>,
SD Ided1'

Milk 2.5 1.3 .86 52.0 1.1 .89 444 . 1.7 . Wo
-,-

1.3 .80 120

Meat 1.4 1.3 .25 92.9 1.2 .38 85.7. 13 . .19 92...-9 1.3 .29 -91.9.

Eggs .60 .24 .30 40.0 .23 .29 38.1 '.17 '.27 .24:3
..,

',.22
.

..29
.

36.7

Vitamin A
Vegetables .60 .09 .21 15.0- .10 .22 16.7 .13. ai -21.7 .10 .22 : 16.7

Citrus Fruits 1.00 .20 .39 20.0 .22 .39 22.0 .56 .47 56.0 .30 .44 : 30.0

Other Fruits
and Vegetables 2.40 1.5 1.0 62.5 1.6 .92 66.7 2.1. .71 87:.5 -1.7 .95 70.g

Breads and
Cereals 4.00 3.3 1.0 82.5 3.3 1.0 82.5 3.3 1.0 82.5 3.3 1.0 82.5

_

TOTAL 12.50 8.0 2.2 64.0 7.8 2.1 62.4 9.3 1.9. 74.4 8.3 2.2 66.4
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TOTAL:

Table IV-48

DESCRIPTIVE DATA

HEIGHT

Mean SD SE N

WEIGHT

Mean SD SE

44 39.2 2.13 .32 44 35.1 5.33 .-80

106 39.8 2.20 .21 106 . 35.2 4.98 .48

127 41.1 1.84 .16 127 37.3 4.89 .43

104 42.0 2.06 ..20 104 38.2 5.66 .55

44 43.2 1.59 .24 44 40.3 -6.18" .93

221 41.2 2.35 .16 221 37.5 5.80 .39

211 40.9 2.36 .16 211 36.7 5.28 .36

432 41.1 2.36 .11 432 37.1 5.56 .27
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Table IV-51

KEY TO

geggitER-ittiViOR INT/ENTO-RY ITEMS

TASK ORIENTATION SUBTEST

I. Pays attention to what he's (she's) doing when other
: things are going on around him (her).

4, Stays with a job until 'he (she) finishet it.

7. Becomes very involved in what he (she) is doing.

10. :GOes from one thing to another; quickly loses
interest in things.

13. MatChes.carefullywhen an adult is showing-
how to do something.

EXTRAVERSION-INTROVERSION SUBTEST

2. Tries to'be with another person or group of people.

5. Likes to take part in activities witit others.

8. Enjoys.being with others.

11. Watches.others, but doesn't.join in with them.

14. Does not wait for others to approach him (her), but
makes the first friendly move.

HOSTILITY-TOLERANCE SUBTEST

3. Gets impatient or unpleasant if he (she) can't get
what he (she) wants when he (she) wants it..

6. Slow to forgive when offended.

9. Stays angry for a long time after an argument.

12. Complains or whines if he (she) can't get his (her)
'own way.

15. Gets angry wten he (ehe) has to wait his (her)
turn or share with others.
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Table IV-52

- . SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR_INVZNTM_____
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

Rating

Item i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 433 1.4 4.4 15.5 30.3 9.2 31.2 8.1

2 433 0.2 2.1 3.9 7.4 7.4 36.3 42.7

3 432 2.8 7.2 20.4 18.5 17.4 16.7 17.1

4 432 6.7 8.8 14.6 32.4 9.7 20.1 7.6

5 432 0.7 0.9 3.2 6.7 5.8 32.1 50.6

6 433 16.4 24.7 14.5 14.8 4.2 12.0 13.4

7 433 0.9 1.6 6.5 20.6 16.2 33.9 26.3

8 433 0.2 ,0.5 2.5 3.5 2.8 23.6 67.0

9 433 29.3 32.8 14.3 8.8 4.6 3.9 6.2

10 433 6.7 12.2 9.2 19.4 26.8 19.6 6.0

11 432 7.2 5.1 4.4 8.6 15.3 31.5 27.8

12 433 4.8 10.9 24.2 14.1 10.9 17.1 18.0

13 433 1.2 3.0 8.5 27.5 8.8 31.6 19.4

14 433 3.9 8.5 11.8 14.8 11.1 26.3 23.6

15 432 8.3 16.0 23.8 15.3 10.9 13.7 12.0

1See key to items.
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Table IV-53

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
INTERITEM AND ITEM-SUBTOTAL CORRELATIONS

(Item Ns range from 432 to 433)

Item1

Task
Orientation

4

7
10
13
Subtotal

'Extraversion-
Introversion

2

5

8
11
14
Subtotal
Subtotal2

Hostility-
Tolerance

3

6

9
, 12

15
Subtotal'

Task Orientation

Sub-
10 13 total

Extraversion-Introversion

Sub- Sub-
3.1. 14 total total2

Hostility-Tolerance

12 15

32
24 33

21 42 21
30 32 33 14
39 54 40 36 39

19 13 21 08 13 22
15 25 21 08 17 26 51
08. 15 19 08 10 18 46 61
06 11 13 22 02 17 17 19 20
07 08 11 02 13 12 34 40 33 14
15 20 24 15 16 25 50 59 55 22 40
15 19 23 08 18 25 53 63 57 43

-04 -18 -04 -36 -3.1 -23 01 -11 -10 -14 -09 -13 -10
03 -04 04 -17 02 -04 06 -02 02 -23 -01 -08 01 15

-04 -14 01 -20 -04 -3.4 -12 -12 -09 -20 -13 -21 -16 27 28
-09 -24 -12 -39 -09 -30 -02 -08 -05 -17 -05 -12 -07 65 14 28
-09 -27 -11 -41 -03 -29 -06 -13 -10 -21 -04 -16 -10 48 19 32 54
-07 -25 -06 -45 -07 -29 -04 -13 -09 -28 -09 -11 -15 56 25 41 58 55

1See key to items

2Revised Extraversion-Introversion Scale score. Item 11 omitted.
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Table.IV-54

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS1
THREE FACTORS EXTRACTED

(Item Ns range from 432 to 433)

Item2 Fl FII FIII h2

1 -01 06 66 44

2 -03 74 17 58

3 -77 -03 -07 60

4 27 09 68 55

5 09 82 17 70

6 -43 01 16 21

7 -01 17 66 46

8 66 79 08 63

9 -57 -20 09 37

10 57 -04 43 51

12 -79 02 -16 64

13 -02 09 66 45

14 06 66 00 43

15 -76 -04 -13 60

PCT. V 19.4 16.9 15.0

Three factors accounted for 51.2% of the total variance.

1Principal components factor analysis followed by a varimax
rotation.

2See key to items.
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Table IV-55

SCHAEFER:BEHAVIOR IiVERTORY."
ITEMS LOADING HXGHEST OR-BACH *FACTOR

(Item Ns range from 432 to 433)

Loadirig

FACTOR I (19.4%) Hostility-Tolerance

12. Complains or whines if he (she) can't get
his (her) own way -.79

3. Gets impatient or unpleasant if he .(she)
can't get what he (she) wants when he (she)
wants it -.77

15. Gets angry when he.(she) has to wait his (her)
turn or share with others -.76

9. Stays angry for a long time after, an argument -.57
10. Goes from one thing to another; quickly loses

interest in things -.43
6. Slow to forgive when offended

FACTOR II (16.9%) Extraversion-Introversion

5. Likes to take part in activities with others --- .82
84 Enjoys being with others .79
2. Tries to be with another person or group of

people .74
14. Does not wait for others to approach him (her),

but makes the first friendly move .66

FACTOR III (15:0%) Task Orientation

4. Stays with a job until he (she) finishes it ---- .68
7. Becomes very involved in what he (she) is

doing .66
1. Pays attention to what he (she) is doing when

other things are going on around him (her) .66

13. Watches carefully when a home visitor is
showing how to do something .66

10. Goes from one thing to another; quickly loses
interest in things .43*

Three factors accounted for 51.2% of the total variance.

*Item 10 loads on two factors.
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Table IV-58

DESCRIPTIVE DATA

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY PUPIL.CeSERVATION CHECKLIST ,
r TASKORIEWATION

(sossib1eramipP6-35)

N Mean SD SE

ERINWERSICW
/NTROVEMICN

(possiN1emmige=4-28)

N Mem SD SE

WIMMLITY-TOUMIANCE

(possible range=5-35)

N Mem SD Si

TEST ORIENTATION' SOCIABEZIY

(possible raorP5-35) (sesiblermige=4-28)

N Mean SD SE N Mean SD SE

PZE:1 .
1-1/2 44 23.3 5.2 .78 44 24.4 2.8 .42 44 19.6 6.0 .91 44 20.4 .7.7 1.16 44 16.9 5.0 .75'.

4 106 23.3 4.9 .47 106 23.5 4.3 .42 106 19.3 5.9 .57 106 22.7 7.5. .73 106 16.0 7.0 .68

4-1/2 128 23.5 5.2 .46 128 23.4 4.3 .38 128 19.5 6.3 .56 128 24:8 7.7 .68 128 18.2 6.7 .59

5 104 24.2 4.8 .47 104 23.3 3.8 .37 104 18.4 5.9 .58 103 25.5 6.5 .64 103 19.1 5.6 .55

5-1/2 44 24.7 4.5 .68 44 24.3 3.0 .45 44 18.9 6.9 1.00 43 26.8 5.6 .85 44 20.8 5.4 .81

TOML: 426 23.7 4.9 .24 426 23.6 3.9 .19 426 19.1 6.2 .30 424 24.2 7.4 .36425 18.0 6.4 .31

_

.

SEK:

_

M 221 23.8 4.6 .31 221 23.2 3.9 .26 221 19.0 6.1 .26 219 23.5 7.6 .52 220 18.1 6.2 .43

F 212 23.6 5.3 .36 212 23.9 4.1 .28 212 19.2 6.3 .43 212 25.1 7.0 .48 212 17.9. 6.3 .43

TOTAL: 433 23.7 5.0 .24 433 23.6 4.0 .19 433 19.1 6.2 .30 431 24.3 7.4 .35 432 18.0 6.3 .31

'Age intervals: 3-1/2
5-1/2 (64-70 months);
from the total sample

20ne control child was
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(38-45 months); 4 (46-51 months); 4-1/2 (52-57 months); 5 (58-63 months);
seven children with ages below 38 months or above 70 months were excluded
for this analysis.

omitted from the Test Orientation scale analysis because of 40% missing datt32



ask Orientation
Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

reversion-
Introversion

Fall
Spring
Difference

Table IV-59

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
FALL-SPRING GROWTH

Six-Site Analysis
Home Start Control

(N=192) (N=130)
Mean . SD Mean SD

23.50 4.78
24.35 5.03

.85 4.93

23.18 5.03
22.74 5.26
-.44 4.86

2.39* -1.02

22.85 3.84
23.70 3.68

.85 4.02

23.14 4.35
23.54 4.23

.39 4.63

t ratio 2.92* .95

Four-Site Analysis
Home Start Head Start

(W=132) (N=112)
Mean SD Mean SD

23.61 4.86 23.82 4.64

24.80 4.94 23.84 4.16

1.20 5.04 .02 4.35

2.72* .04

22.98 3.69 23.60 3.37

23.74 3.54 23.47. 3.74
.76 4.04 -.13 .3.51

2.14* -.38

ostility-
Tolerance
7171.1.7-

Spring
Difference

t ratio

*p<.05

18.92 5.92 18.47 5.92
18 74, 6.29 19.47 6.02
-.19 5.92 1.00 4.97

-.43 2.27*
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19.21 644 19.24 5.70

18.73 .6.49 19..19 6.17

-.48 5.69 -.0 4.93

-.95 -.12



Table 1V-60
SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY

Item Means--Home Start and Control, Six Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

Item-
Task Orientatice

1. Pays atthntion to what he is doing
wheel other things are going cr

7. Dames very involved in what he
is doing

4. Stays with a job until he
finishes it

13. Watches carefully when shown ho
to clo soothing

10. Dons not quickly Icse interast
in things

Extraversion-Introversion

14. Doesn't wait for others to approch
but makes first friendly nave

2. Tries to'be with another person
or grow of people

5. Likes to take part in activities
with others

8. Enjoys being with others

Moe Start (W3.91) Caltrol (W126)
Fall Gain Rank Fan Gain Rank

4.45 4.75 .31* 1 4.52 4.52 -.01

5.38 5.60 .21 2 5.28 5.11 -.17

4.21 4.38 .17 3 4.06 3.94. -.12

5.15 5.28 .13 4 5.13 5.00 -.13

4.31 4.34 .03 5 4.19 4.17 -.02

Hare Start (W190) Control (t@127)
Gain Rank Fall Gain

4.66 4.91 .25 5.01 5.09 .08

5.83 6.06 .23* 2 5.67 5.97 .30*

5.96 6.18 .22* 3 6.09 6.15 .06
6.40 6.58 .16 6.38 6.33 -.05

1

5'

A

4

2

Rank

2

1

3
4

Home Start (N=189)

Pall Gain Batik pall
.Clontrol 004210

ij Gain Rank

6. Slow to forgive uten offended 3.34 3.60 .26 1 2.97 3.40 .43* 1
9. Stays angry for keg tine

after argument 2.38 2.63 .25 2 2.36 2.77 .41* 2
15. Gets angry when he's to wait turn

or share with others 3.71 3.80 .09 3 3.92 4.24 .32* 3
3. Gets impatient or unpleasant if

can't get what wants when wants it 4.87 4.49 -.38* 4 4.67 4.58 -.09 5
12. Cloaplains or whines if can't get

his agn way 4.62 4.22 -.41* 5 4.55 4.48 -.07 4

*p 5 .05

lItems within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean gain for Home Start
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Table IV-61

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
Item Means--Home Start and Head Start, Four Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

It=
Task Orientation

t 1. Pays attention to what he is doing
wham other things are going on

7. Becomes very involved in what he
is doing

13. Watches carefully when shown how
to do something

4. star; with a job until he
finishes it

10. Does not qpickly lose interest
in things

!tee Start (W132)
Fall Gain

Head Start (wm)
Rank Fall Gain Rank

4.34 4.80 .46* 1 4.61 4.70 .09 2

5.48 5.70 .23 2 5.50 5756 .06 3

5.20 5.40 .20 3 5.23. 4.98 -.24 5

4.30 4.47 .17 4 3.95 4.18 .23. 1

4.30 4.42 .13 5 4.53 4.41 -.12 4

Extraversion-Introversion
Home Start (N=131) Head Start (w3.3.0)

Fall Gain Rank Fall Gain Rank

14. Doesn't loait for others to approadh
but makes first friendly move 4.66 4.90 .24 1 4.93 4.87 -.05 3.5

5: Likes to take part in activities
with others 5.96 6.19 .23 2 6.17 6.14 -.04 2

8. Enjoys being with others 6.49 6.63 .15 3 6.55 6.51 -.05 3.5

2. Tries to be with another person
or group of people 5.88 6.02 .14 4 5.95 5.95 .01 1

Hostility-Tolerance

6. Slow to forgive when offended
15. Gets angry when he's to wait turn

or share with others
9. Stays angry for long time

after argument
12. Complains or whines if can't get

his own way
3. Gets impatient or unpleasant if

can't get what wants when wants it

Item Start (W130)
Fall Gain

Head Start (WIJUJ
Rank Fall Gain Rank

3.44 3.76 .32 1 3.27 3.52 .25 1

3.78 3.88 .11 2 3.77 3.85 .08 2

2.46 2.53 .07 3 2.47 2.46 -.01 3

4.57 4.15 -.42* 4 4.70 4.55 -.15 4

4.96 4.40 -.56* 5 5.04 4.81 -.23 5

*p < .05

Iltems within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean gain for Home Start.
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FACTOR I

Table IV-62

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ITEM CHANGE

ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(12.1%)

(N=420)

;.-

Loading

8. Enjoys being with others. .80
2. Trys to be with another person or group of

people. .66
5. Likes to take part in activities with

others. .58
14. Does not wait for others to approach him

(her), but makes first friendly move. .56

FACTOR II (9.3%)

3. Gets impatient or unpleasant if he (she)
can't get what he (she) wants when he (she)
wants it.

12. Complains'or whines if he (she) can't get
his (her) own way.

1. Pays attention to what. he (she) is doing
when other things are going on around
him (her).

11. Watches rather than joins in.

FACTOR III (9.5%)

10. Does not quickly lose interest.
4. Stays with a job until he (she) finishes

it.
7. Becomes very involved in what he (she) is

doing.
13. Watches carefully when home visitor is

showing how to do something.
1. Pays attention to what he (she) is doing

when other things are going on around
him (her).

FACTOR IV (7.8%)

6, Slow to forlive when offended.
11. Watches rather than joins in.
4. Stays with a job until he (she) finishes

it. -

(continued)

256

Mb

.75

.54

-.35*
34*

.58

.57

.55

.50

35*

.76

.38

.36*



Table IV-62

(continued)

FACTOR V (9.7%)

15. (Does not) get angry when he (she) has
to wait his (her) turn or share with
others.

9. (Does not) stay angry for a long time
after an argument.

1. Pays attentiln to what he (she) is doing
when other things are going on around
him (her).

12. (Does not) whine when he (she) can't get
his (her) own way.

Loading

Five factors accounted for 48.0% of the total variance.

*Item also loads on another factor.
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Table IV-63

HIGH/SCOPE PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

Item N

COoperative 431

Sociable 432

Outgoing 432

Involved 430

Agreeable 430

Active 429

Keeps Trying 431

Talkative 432

Attentive 427

1

Rating

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I

4.6 8.8 9.3 10.4 15.5 30.6 20.6

8.6 12.3 14.1 10.4 11.8 24.1 18.7

5.6 10.9 15.5 14.6 16.4 24.1 13.0

3.3 6.7 10.2 14.7 21.2 27.7 16.3

2.6 5.8 8.6 13.5 18.6 33.7 17.2

2.1 6.1 6.5 17.2 18.2 26.8 23.1

6.5 9.0 13.0 15.1 14.2 27.8 14.4

12.7 16.0 16.2 15.0 16.9 134 10.0

4.4 8.7 8.4 16.2 20.6 31.9 9.8
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'Sociability
Subtotal

Cooperative

Involved

Agreeable

Keeps Trying

Attentive

Sociable

Outgoing

Active

Talkative

Table IV-64

HIGH/SCOPE PUPIL OBSERVATION C1FECKLIST
INTERITEM AND ITEM-SUBTOTAL CORRELATIONS

(Item Ns range from 427 to 432)

'

Test
*Orientatloft

Subtotal
Sociability
Subtotal

Test Orientaticn Sociability

Soc Outgo ActiveCoop Invol Agree Tryine- Atten

65

80

78

79

76

77

65

72

42

40

66

59

59

61

41

86

83

66

75

73

80

75

67

68

72

45

44

69

72

75

59

69

41

37

70

64

60

66

41

36

69

62

66

42

43

.

45

52 89

23 63

23 72

59

69 60

25ct
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Item

Cooperative

Sociable

Outgoing

Involved

Agreeable

Active

Keeps Trying

Talkative

Attentive

Table IV-65

HIGH/SCOPE PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS1

(Item Ns range from 427 to 432)

FI 211 h2

81 39 81

46 80 85

56 74 85

84 29 79

81 31 75

18 81 68

80 34 76

14 88 80

89 05 80

44.7 34.1

Two factors accounted for 78.8% of the total variance.

1Principal components factor analysis followed by a varimax
rotation.
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Table IV-66

HIGH/SCOPE PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(Item Ns range from 427 to 432)

Loading

FACTOR I (44.7%)

9. Attentive - inattentive ----- - ------------ .89
4. Involved - indifferent .84*
5. Defensive - agreeeble .81*
1. Resistive - cooperative .81*
7. Gives up - keeps trying .80*

FACTOR II (34.1%)

8. Quiet - talkative
6. Afttive - passive
2. Shy - sociable
3. Outgoing - withdrawn

Two factors accounted for 78.8% of the total variance.

*Item also has substantial loading on the other factor.
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.81
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11.

Table 1V-69

PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
PALL-SPRING GROWTH

Six-Site Analysis
Home Start Control

(N=192) (N=132)
Mean SD Mean SD

Pour-Site
Home Start

(N=130)
Mean SD

Analysis
Head Start

(N=112)
Mean SD

Test
Orientation

Spring
Difference

t ratio

22.55 8.66 23.08 8.06
23.96 7.13 24.49 7.52
1.41 6.91 1.41 7.99

2.76* 1.96

23.68 8.63 23.37 7.89
24.55 7.26 24.65 7.47

. 87 6.69 1.28 7.76

1.45 1.72

Sociabiiity

Spring
Difference

t ratio

17.31 7.07
17.71 6.03

.40 5.97

.93

16.90 6.68
18.28 6.48
1.39 6.43

2.39*

17.70
18.41

.14)40

7.29 17.43 6.93
6.12 18.42 6.59
6.28 .99 7.62

1.29 1.36

*p<.05
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Table IV-70

PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
Item Means--Home Start and Control, Six Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

Item

Test Orientation

Home Start
Fall Spring

(4=184)
Gain Rank

7. Keeps trying 4.12 4%53 .41* 1

1. Cooperative 4.55 4.88 33* 2

4. Involved 4.57 4.85 .29* 3

5. Agreeable 4.78 5.02 .23 4

9. Attentive 4.53 4.67 .15 5

Home Start (N=188)
Fall S rin Gain Rank

Sociability

2. Sociable 4.16 4.37 .21 1

6. Active 4.95 5.15 .20 2

3. Outgoing 4.34 4.41 .07 3

8. Talkative 3.86 3.78 -.07 4

*p 4 .05

lItems within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean gain for
Home Start.

Control t 1124)
Fall Spring Gain Rank

4.29 4.60 .31 2.5

4.63 4.94 .31 2.5

4.72 4.98 .27 3

4.81 5.14 .32 1

4.63 4.82 .19 4

Control -(N=124)
Fall S rin Gain Rank

4.04 4.70 .66* 1

4.95 5.15 .20 3

4.12 4.59 47* 2

3.78 3.84 .06 .4
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F.

Table XV-71

PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
Item Means--Home Start and Hewl Start, Four Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gainl

Home Start (N=125) Head Start (N=110)
Item Fall Spring Gain Rank Fall Spring

Test Orientation

7. Keeps Trying 4.37 4.64 .27 1 4.38 4.74

1. Cooperative 4.74 4.99 .25 2 4.89 5.09

4. Involved 4.78 5.00 .22 3 4.63 4.94

5. Agreeable ; 5.02 5.15 .13 4 4.99 5.12

9. Attentive 4.77 4.77 .00 5 4.48 4.77

Home Start (N=126) Head Start
Fall S rin Gain Rank Fall S rin

Gain Rank

35* 1

.20 4

.31 2

.13 5

.29 3

(N=111)

Sociability

6. Active 5.11 5.37 .26 1 4.86 5.20

2. Sociable 4.29 4.52 .23 2 4.32 4.57

8. Talkative 3.80 3.97 .16 3 3.77 4.11

3. Outgoing 4.49 4.56 .07 4 4.47 4.55

Gain Rank

.j3 1.5

.24 3

.33 1.5

.08 4

*p < .05

'Items within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean gain for
Home Start.
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Table IV-72

PUPIL OBSEWATION CHECKLIST
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ITEM CHANGE

ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

FACTOR I (36.6%)

1. Cooperative
5. Agreeable
4. Involved
9. Attentive
7. Keeps trying
3. Outgoing
2. Sociable

Lepitan

FACTOR II (28.7%)

8. Talkative
3. Outgoing
2. Sociable
6. Active

Two factors accounted for 65.0% of the total variance.

*Item also loads on another factor.
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.86
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Table IV-73

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
PERCENT RESPONSES

1. HOW MANY CHILDREN'S BOOKS ARE IN YOUR HOME THAT
(Chad's Name)CAN LOOK AT?

Era C Rd

Would you say: Ala_ fifteen or more 37:5 34.1 55.4

or: 372 several, but not fifteen 40.1 35.7 33.9

or: 21.7 three or fewer 22.4 30.2 10.7

2. HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY SOMEONE READS STORIES TO ?
(Child's Name)

Eta C Ed

Would you say: _30.2 almost every day 32.3 22.3 35.7

or: .387 several times a week 41.7 32.3 41.1

or: 31.1 not that often? 26.0 45.4 23.2

3. HOW OFTEN 00 YOU AND TAL K ABOUT THE PICTURES HE
(Child's Name)

(SHE) MAKES, WHAT HE (SHE) DOES DURING THE DAY, HIS (HER) FRIENDS,
AND SO ON?

Hm C Ed

Would you say: 29.2 for about a half-hour or more every day 30.7 21.7 31.5

or: 45.8 for a few minutes every day 43.2 41.1 55.9

or: -D.A... several times a week or less? 26.0 37.2 12.6

4. HOW OFTEN DO YOU LET HELP YOU WHILE YOU ARE
(Child's Name)

COOKING, CLEANING THE HOUSE, WASHING DISHES, OR DOING OTHER
HOUSEHOLD TASKS?

tim C Rd
Would you say. _511.5._ almost every day 54.7 52.3 41.1

or: several tiraes a week 22.4 17.7 25.9

or: _.2.7.L6 not that often? 22,9 30.0 33.0

(continued)
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Table IV- 73
(continued)

6. I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF HOUSEHOLD TASKS THAT CHILDREN SOME-
TIMES HELP WITH. PLEASE TELL ME WHICH OF THEM HAS
HELPED YOU WITII IN THE LAST MONTH. WNW's Name)

Yes No

.344.6- .6.1.4...

5- 66.5
aka. 65.2

21.2._ 20.8

21a. 22.1

/Li. 23.5

Hm C Hd

Yes - 41:9 23 .8 34.8
clean or peel food for a meal No - 58.1 76.2 65.2

mix or bake things, like cookies
38.7 23.1 36.6
61.3 76.9 63.4

stir things laihiIe they cook, like soup, pudding, or jello 41.1 29.2 30.4
58.9 70.8 69.6

find food on shelves at the grocery store for you ii:i 3t1 18:i
take off the dishes after meals ii:i 3g1 ii:!
put clean clothes into the right drawers or shelves 80.2 70.8 76.8

19.8 29.2 23.2

6. HOW OFTEN DO YOU JOIN IN THE PLAY ACTIVITIES THAT
Whild's Name)

IS INVOLVED IN, SUCH AS ?LAYING GAMES, DRAWING PICTURES, OR SINGING?
Hm C Rd

Would you say: -Ma-almost every day 54.2 48.5 47.3
or: /la_ once a week or so 31.8 27.7 40.2
or: 16,6 not that often? 14.1 23.8 12.5

7. HOW MUCH TIME DOES WATCH TELEVISION?
(Child's Name)

UM C Hd
Would you say: Ala_ about 2 hours a day or more 47.4 46.0 41.7

or: _35...12._ every day but not for two hours 34.2 31.0 43.5
or: _MA_ several times a week or less? 18.4 23.0 14.8

8. HOW OFTEN DO YOU TALK WITH ABOUT HIS (HER) FEEL-
(Child's Name)

1NGS TOWARDS THINGS, SUCH AS HIS (HER) FEARS, PEOPLE OR THINGS HE
(SHE) ESPECIALLY LIKES, OR PEOPLE OR THINGS HE (SHE) ESPECIALLY
DOESN'T LIKE?

Hm C Hd
Would you say: M..9_ almost every day 55.7 45.4 49.1

or: iSlia-. several times a week 28.6 29.2 33.0
I or: -1.2...1_ not that often? 15.6 25.4 17.9
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Table IV- 73
(cont inued)

9. I AM GOING TO READ TO YOU A LIST OF THINGS CHILDREN CAN PLAY WITH.
PLEASE TELL ME WHICH ONES HAS A CHANCE TO PLAY
WITH AT HOME. (Child's Name)

(See next page for percent responses by group)
Yes No

a ._RA.IL

b. 66

(1.-55.11.

e.-1/2A

f

g. 5211

13.6

33.2

44.2

17.1

AZA

55 t

ala

10. HOW OFTEN

crayons and paper

scissors

scotch tape, paste, or stapler

jigsaw puzzles

old picture catalogs to read,and cut up, like Sears, Wards, or others

paint or magic markers

day or playdough

"put-together" toys like tinkertoys, Legos, pegboards, or beads for stringing

hammer and nails with some wood scraps

yarn, thread, and cloth scraps for knitting or sewing.
make believe toys out of milk cartons, tin cans, or egg cartons

plants of his (her) own in a pot or garden

DO YOU PLAY "HOUSE", "STORE", "DOCTOR", OR OTHER
MAKEBELIEVE GAMES WITH

(Child's Name)

Would you say: _2.L.7_ almost every day 11.8 9.4
or 24.1- several times a week 26.7 20.5
or: 663 not that often? 61.5 70.1

Hd
6.4

23.6
70.0

11. NOW I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF THINGS CHILDREN START TO LEARN
AS THEY GROW TO BE SCHOOL AGE. PLEASE TELL ME WHICH OF THEM
YOU HAVE TRIED TO TEACH IN THE PAST MONTH.

(Child's Name)
(See next page for percent responses by group)
Yes No

nursery rhymes, prayers, or songs

colors

shapes, such as circles, squares, or triangles

to write his (her) name

to remember his (her) address and telephone number

to count things

to recognize numbers in books

to say tole "ahes"

to recognize letters in books

to read words on signs or in books

ideas like "big.little", "up.down", "beforeafter", and so on

au82s5 17.5

b. R- 134
c ALI,
d,.62,0

.37.9

40.0

e 49 .4 50.6

f 4.5

g,_61,4 34.6

ha_284.0 22.0-
i._51.2 46.3

&ALI 54.3

k,21,6 26.4
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Table IV- 73
(continued)

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

Percent Responses by Group

9. Playthings

Hm C Hd

11. Mother Teaches

Hm C Hd
a. Yes - 96.9 87.7 96.4 a. Yee - 82.7 74.8 90.9

No - 3.1 12.3 3.6 No - 17.3 25.2 9.1

b. Yes - 82.3 46.2 62.5 b. Yes - 91.9 77.5 89.3
No - 17.7 53.8 37.5 No - 8.1 22.5 10.7

c. Yes - 78.6 50,8 65.2 c. Yes - 74.7 45.0 61.5
No - 21.4 49.2 34.8 No - 25.3 55.0 38.5

d. Tas - 58.3 46.9 61.6 d. Yes - 62.2 62.0 54.1
No - 41.7 53.1 38.4 No - 37.8 38.0 45.9

e. Yes - 80.7 82.3 87.5 e. Yes - 51.4 41.1 56.0
No - 19.3 17.7 12.5 No - 48.6 58.9 44.0

f. Yes - 54.2 37.7 55.4 f. Yes - 96.8 93.0 96.3
No - 45.8 62.3 44.6 No - 3.2 7.0 3.7

g. Yes - 54.7 42.3 58.9 g. Yes - 69.1 57.4 68.5
No - 45.3 57.7 41.1 No - 30.9 42.6 31.5

h. Yes - 57.3 49.2 67.9 h. Yes - 81.2 72.9 78.5
No - 42.7 50.8 32.1 No - 18 8 27.1 21.5

i. Yes - 50.5 51.5 49.1 i. yes - 57.4 43.1 60.0
No - 49.5 48.5 50.9 No - 42.6 56.9 40.0

Yes - 47.4 39.2 44.6 j. Yes - 53.9 34.6 44.5
No - 52.6 60.8 55.4 No - 46.1 65.4 55.5

k. ies - 68.7 61.5 67.0 k. Yes - 82.4 67.4 65.8
No - 31.2 38.5 33.0 No - 17.6 32.6 34.2

1. Yes - 47.4 39.2 46.4

No - 52.6 60.8 53.6

270



Table IV-74

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
IT&MS SCORED FOR EACH SCALE

HES #1 - Warm mother and child involvement

3. Mother and child talk about child's activities
4. Child helps with household tasks
6. Mother joins child's play activities
8. Mother talks with child about child's feelings

10. Mother paays make-believe games with child

HES #2 - Playthings

9b. Child can play with scissors
9c. Child can play with scotch tape, paste, or stapler
9d. Child can play with jigsaw puzzles
9f. Child can play with paint or magic markers
9g. Child can pla? with clay or play-dough
9h. Child can play with "put-together" toys

HES #3 - Mother teaches child

lld. Mothei teaches child to write name.
lle. Mother teaches child to remember address
llg. Mother teaches child to recognize numbers
llh. Mother teaches child tO say the "ABC's"
lli. Mother teabhes child to recognise letters
11j. Mother teaches child to read words

HES #4 - Child does household tasks

5a.
5b.
5c.
5d.
5e.
5f.

Child helps
Child helps
Child helps
Child helpi
Child helps
Child helps
drawers.

mother clean and peel food
mother mix and bake things
mother stir foods
mother find food on shelves in store
mother take off dishes after meal
mother by putting clean clothes in

HES #5 - Books and time reads

1. Number of children's books at home
2. Someone reads stories to child

HES #6 - Television in home

7. Child watches television
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Watrn Mother

Involvement
SUb-

3 4 6 8 10 total

ViammMother
InvolvernnMt

4

6

8
10
Subtotal

Plgythirgs
9b
9c
yd
9f
9g
9h
Subtotal

kaler
Teaching

lid
lie
lig
llh
lii
11j
Subtotal

}base Tasks
5a
5b
50
5d
5e
5f
SUbtotal

Books&
1
2

'Subtotal

11
26 29
19 22 29
27 13 31 21

45 43 59 50 45

11 15 16 15 07
08 11 16 10 04

12 12 17 21 11
05 10 13 05 11
16 00 02 09 04
14 10 19 14 23
21 19 25 23 19

05 06 09 03 01
14-02 09 11 07
17 14 14 13 13
01 00 01 08 00
18 13 15 05 15
18 05 14 11 20
13 04 06 07 03

12 17 12 09 20
13 21 22 12 11
13 13 08 03 17
08 07 18 20 12
06 16 07 03 10
10 22 11 12 06
21 27 24 18 26

21 19 20 06 09
26 23 32 21 30
26 24 28 17 23

10-04-09-08-08

e .1.

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
ITEM INTERCORRELATIONS

(Item Ns range from 422 to 434)

Playthings Mother sl*a.ching Quid Does Books and
Household Tasks Reading

SUb- Sub- Sub- SUb-
96 9: 9d 9f 9g 9h total lid lle llg 11h lli 11j total 5a 5b 50 58 5e 5f total 1 2 total

17

14 36

20 17 17
19 25 25 15
14 17 15 16 20
23 09 15 20 14 16

33 36 38 29 34 29 25

03 14 08 10 06 13 03 07
06 12 12 13 12 18 11 14 24

11 12 13 22 08 14 15 13 32 19

02 14 02 08 07 12 03 04 18 18 27
14 16 17 21 21 16 22 21 31 28 48 26

13 12 15 12 19 06 11 12 27 24 30 12 36

24 09 12 07 07 11 06 34 70 65 75 70 75 67

21 25 17 06 13 05 12 23 12 13 16 02 14 17 10
22 24 25 11 19 07 13 29 09 02 12 02 19 11 13 23
19 11 11 00 21 05 07 16 06 12 08 01 15 24 15 20 24
17 21 18 15 12 11 10 15 16 18 11 11 10 12 17 08 15 05

13 04 03 06 10 01 02 09 09 18 14 11 17 14 17 06 04 00 05
18 21 18 07 08 05 12 21 14 16 10 05 11 13 09 16 09 06 19 08
41 30 29 13 25 13 18 40 18 20 20 11 22 24 37 34 35 27 29 18 30

21 23 22 29 23 12 24 40 06 09 14 04 18 10 10 14 14 05 22 07 11 '20

36 17 15 14 17 08 28 30 02 16 21 03 28 24 10 23 20 20 15 05 10 27 39

41 25 23 27 25 11 31 41 01 11 13 01 19 14 25 20 20 15 20 06 12 33 40

-13 01-01-06-08-08-08 -09 -10 -09 -13 -04 -06 -08 -13 -06-03 02-04-03-09 -07 -02

273

40

00 01



Table IV-76

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS1
POUR FACTORS SPECIFIED

(Item Ns range from 422 to 434)

Item2 FI FII FIII FIV h2

3 53 -17 -13 -05 34
4 43 .07 -19 22 29
6 66 00 -09 16 48
8 59 -01 16 26 45

10 64 -07 -25 -15 51
9b 04 -07 -24 67 52
9c 02 -04 -28 61 47
9d 34 -23 16 32 31
9f 01 -13 -41 35 33
9g 04 -28 05 33 21

9h 42 -14 -07 13 23
lld -05 -58 -06 16 38

lle 05 -55 -03 14 34
llg 20 -66 -07 04 49
11h -07 -53 15 16 35
11i 16 -68 -24 05 55
llj 16 -52 -38 -05 45
5a 15 -08 -51 18 33
5b 18 03 -50 33 40
5c 06 -08 -70 -05 52
5d 20 -15 08 49 31
5e 13 -31 -04 -01 12
5f 14 -10 -06 43 22

PCT. V 9.8 10.9 7.7 8.8
a

Four factors accounted for 37.3% of the total variance.

1Principal components factor analysis followed by a varimax
rotation.

2See key to items.
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44.

I

FACTOR I

Table IV-77

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONX. T SCALE
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(MR FACTORS SPECIFIED)

(Item Ns range from 422 to 434)

(9.8%)

6. Mother joins child's play activities
10. Mother plays make-believe games with child
8. Mother talks with child about child's feelings
3. Mother and child talk about child's activities -
4. Child helps with household tasks -
9h. Child can play with "put-together" toys --
9d. Child can play with jigsaw puzzles

FACTOR II (10.9%)

Mother teaches child to
llg. Mother tc..aes child to
lld. Mother teaches child to
lle. Mother teaches child to
llh. Mother teaches child to
llj. Mother teaches child to
Se. Child helps mother take

FACTOR III (7.7%)

recognize letters
recognize numbers
write name -
remember address
say "ABC's"
read words
off dishes after meal --

.11,111N

5c. Child helps mother stir foods
5a. Child helps mother clean and peel food
5b. Child helps mother mix and bake things
9f. Child can play with paint & magic markers

Ilf. Mother teaches child to read words

FACTOR IV (8.9%)

1..420i21

.66

.64

.59

.53

.43

.42
34*

9b. Child can play with scissors
9c. Child can play with scotch tape, paste, or

stapler -
5d. Child helps mother find food on shelves in

store
5f. Child helps mother by puttiqg clean clothes

in drawers
9f 'elle can play with paint or magic markers
9g. .Ixiid can play with clay or play-dough
Sb. Child helps mother mix and bake things
9d. Chi1 e. can play with jigsaw puzzles

Four factors accounted for 37.3% of the total variance.

*Item also has substantial loading on another factor.
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.68

.66

.58

.55

.S3

.S2*

.31

.70

.S0*

.41*

.67

.61

.49

.43
35*
33*
.33*
.32*
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Table IV-78

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALL

DESCRIPTrVE DATA

.re

HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

scale Il

WARM monER
mamma
(possitae
range=5-15)

N* Mean SD SE

Scale 112

PIA/THINS

(possible
range=6-12)

N* Mean SD SE

Scale Ins

FORMAL
TEACHING
(passible
range=6-12)

N* Mean SD SE

Scale IV"

CRUD DOES
HOUSELEGD MKS

(possible
range=6-12)

N* Mean SD SE

Scale Vs

BOOKS AND

READLNG
(possible

range=2-6)

N* Mean SD SE

Scale VI6

TELEVISION

(passible

range=1-3)

N* Mean SD SE
-0111=1

HOME START 187 10.7 2 3 .17 192 9.9 1.6 .12 176 9.7 1.7 .13 190 9.7 1.4 .10 192 4.2 1.3 .09 190 L.8 .76 .06

CONTROL 127 9.9 2.5 .23 130 8.7 1.7 .15 126 9.1 1.9 .17 130 9.0 1.3 .12 129 3.8 1.4 .12 126 1.7 .81 .08

HEAD START 110 10.3 2.2 .21 112 9.7 1.5 .14 104 9.6 1.8 1.7 112 9.3 1.3 .13 112 4.6 1.2 .11 108 1.8 .71 .07

SEX:
213 10.3 2.2 .15 221 9.4 1.7 .11 211 -.4 1.8 .12 219 9.3 1.3 .10 220 4.3 1.3 .08 213 1.8 .78 .05

211 10.4 2.5 .17 213 .9,.6 1.7 .12 195 9.6 1.9 .13 213 9.4 1.4 .10 213 4.1 1.3 .09 211 1.7 .74 .05

TOTAL: 424 10.4 2.4 .11 434 9.4 1.7 .08 406 9.5 1.8 .09 432 9.3 1.3 .06 433 4.1 1.3 .06 424 1.8 .76 .03

*Includes only

'Items include

2Items include

sItems include

"Items include

sItems include

6Includes item

2'7'3

caser where all items . 1 the

3, 4, 6, 8 and 10.

9b, 9c, 9d, 9f, 99 and 9h.

11d, lle, 11g, 11h, 111 and llj.

5a, 5b, 5c, 5d and 5f.

1 and 2.

12.

scale are complete.
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Table IV-79

HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
PALL-SPRING GROWTH

Six-Site Analysis
Home Start Control
(N=144-180)(N=100-122)
Mean SD Mean SD

Four-Site
Home Start
(N=105-120)
Mean SD

Analysis
Head Start
(N=87-107)
Mean SD

Playthings
Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

2.72 1.61 2.39 1.57
3.86 1.60 2.73 1.68
1.14 1.62 .34 1.32

9.03* .45*

2.64 1.59
3.77 1.55
1.13 1.45

7.94*

3.20 1.53
3.71 1.49
.52 1.26

3.67*

Mother Teaches
Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

2.91 1.84 2.79 1.91
3.71 1.69 3.14 1.92

.81 1.60 .35 1.44

5.46* 2.20

2.88 1.79
3.93 1.64
1.06 1.55

6.01*

3.36 1.56
3.62 la7
.26 1.04

1.66

Household Tasks
Pall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

3.14 1.30 2.87 1.36

3.65 1.41 2.95 1.32
.51 1.39 .08 1.25

5.11* .77

3.06 1.29
3.63 1.43
.57 1.26

5.14*

3.07 1.26
3.35 1.28
.28 1.16

2.52*

Mother Involved
Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

10.60 2.40 10.25 2.51
10.68 2.27 9.88 2.57

.08 2.24 -.37 2.28

.46 -1.75

10.36 2.34 10.74 2.00
10.56 2.14 10.32 2.18

.20 2.14 -.42 2.08

1.03 -2.11*

Books
Pall
.Spring
Difference

t ratio

3.68 1.31 3.68 1.35
4.20 1.26 3.81 1.35
.52 1.29 .12 1.13

5.61* 1.14

3.66 1.34
4.25 1.24
.60 1.32

5.13*

4.25 1.29

4.57 1.16
.32 1.14

2.96*

*p<.05
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Table IV-80

HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
Item Scores--Home Start and Control, Six Sites
Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

Item
Books

1. No children's books at hame
2. How often someone reads to child

Mother Involved
77-T5IEIETEOUt feelings
4. Helps cook, clean
6. Joins in child's games
10. Playsmake-believe games
3. Talking about child's pictures,

friends

Playthings
9c Tape, paste, vtapler
9b Scissors
9g Clay or playdoh
9f Paiat or nagic markers
9d Jigsw puzzles
)11 Put-together toys

Mother Itaches
11i Read words
llg Reccgnize nunbers
lle Address and telephone number
lli Recognize letters
11h ABC's
lld Write name

Household Tasks
5c Stir when cocking
5a Clean or peel fcod
5e Clear dishes
5b Mix or bake
5f Put clean clothes away
5d Find fcod at store

Hems Start, Means (N=191) Contra, Neans (W129)
Fall Spring Gain Rank Fall Spring Gain

1.86 2.15 .29* 1 11.84 2.04 .20*

1.82 2.06 .24* 2 1.84 1.77 -.08

Home Start, Means (W184)
Fall Spring Gain Rank

Control, Means (No120)
Fall Spring Gain

2.33 2.41 .08 1 2.22 2.21 -.02
2.30 2.33 .02 2.5 2.34 2.23 -.11
2.39 2.41 .02 2.5 2.25 2.22 -.03
1.52 1.51 -.01 4 1.47 1.38 -.08
2.06 2.03 -.03 5 2.25 2.22 -.03

Hcme

Fall

Start Percent "Yes"
(R=131)

rin Gain Rank

1
5

2.

4

2.

Centrol Percent 'Nes
(N=130)

Fall . Gain

59 82 23* 2 36 46 10*
35 54 20* 3 38 42 04

36 54 18* 4 46 47 01

47 59 12* 5.5 28 38 10

46 58 12* 5.5 50 49 -01

Howe Start Percent "Yes"
(90175)

Fall Spring Gain

52 68
19*
16*

34 53

34 50 15*
43 57 14*
73 82 09*
54 62 08

Rank
1
2

3

4

5

6

Home Start Percent "Yes"
(14.4185)

Fall Gain Rank

Control Percent "Yes"
(N4125)

Fall Sprini Gain
31 35 04 5

48 58 10* 1

32 41 09 2

45 43 -02 6

68 74 06 4

55 62 07 3

4

5

2

6

Control Percent "Yes'
(N=130)

Fall SpFing Gain
29 07 1.
24 -05 6

74 07 1.

23 02 3

71 -03 5

75 01 4

29 42 14* 1.5 29
71 81 10* 3 67

31 39 08 4 21

77 80 03 5 74

80 82 02 6 74

*ps.05

lams within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean or percent passing for

Home Start.
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Table IV-81

HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
Item Scores--Home Start and Head Start, Four Sites

Fall 1973, Spring 1974 and Fall-Spring Gain1

Item Home Start, Wans (N=131) Head Start Means (N=112)
Books Fall Spring Gain Rank Fall ri Gain Rank
1. No children's books at home
2. Hew often someone reads to child

1.85
1.81

2.18

2.07

.34*

.26*

1

2

2.21
2.04

2.45
2.12

.24*

.08

1
2

Mother Involved
77-fivung about feelings
6. Jans in child's games
4. Helps cook, clean

10. Plays make-believe games
3. Talking abcut child's pictures,

friends

Playthings
9c Tape, paste, stapler

9b Scissors
9g Clay or playdoh
9h Fut-tc-jether toys
9d Jigsaw ,-)uzzles

9f Paint or magic mark.ers

Mother Teaches
hi Recognize letters
lie Mdress and telephone number
llg Recognize numbers
11j Read words

ABC's
lld Write name

Household Tasks
Stir when cocking

5a Clean or peel food
5e Clear dishes
5b Mix or bake
5f Put clema clothes away
5a Find food at store

Home Start, Means (N:127)
Fall Gain Rank
2.48
2.35 2.40 .06 2 2.41
2.28 2.33 .05 3 2.29
1.41 1.45 .04 4 1.51
2.04 2.00 -.04 5 1 2.17

Head Start, Means (N=109)
Fall Gain Rank

30
2.37 -.05 2,5
2,08 -.21* 5

1.37 -.15* 4

2.20 .03 1

Home StartPeroent "Yes"
(t0,191)

Fall lag Gain Rank

63

37

37

45

33

83
55
53

60
47

21* 2

18* 3

16* 4

15* 5.5
15* 5.5

Home Start Percent "Yes"
(0:121)

Fall in Gain Rank
63

31 52 21* 2.5
51 73 21* 2.5
35 53 18* 4

72 84 12* 5

58 69 11* 6

Head Start Percent "Yes"
(N:112)

Fall. Spring Gain Rank
63 04 g

51 63 12* 2

53 59 06 5

60 68 08 3.5
54 62 08 3.5
42 55 13* 1

Home Start Percent "Yes"
00:130

Fall Spring Gain Rank
25 40 15

28 43 15* 1.5
64 78 14* 3

29 38 09* 4
75 81 05 5

84 83 -01 6

Head Start Percent "Yes"
(N=104)

Fan in. Gain Rank
12 1

45 56 11 2

68 68 00 4.5
38 44 06 3

81 79 -02 6

55 55 00 4.5

Head Start Percent "Yes"

Gain Rank

21
65
35
80
77

34

77
37

77

79

*PS.05

1Items within each scale listed in order of decreasing mean or percent pessing for
Home Start.
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Table IV-82

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
FAcTOR ANALYSIS OF cHANGE IN CHECKLIST ITEMS

ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FAcTOR

FACTOR I (6.3%)

(N=364)

9a. Crayons and paper.
9b. Child can play with scissors.
9c. Child can play with scotch tape, paste,

or stapler.
9f. Child can play with paint or magic marker.
5a. Child helps mother clean and peel food.

FACTOR II

11b. Mother
colors

llf. Mother
llc. Mother
lla. Mother
llg. Mother
llh. Mother

(6.4%)

teaches

teaches
teaches
teaches
teaches
teaches

FACTOR III (5.1%)

child to recognize

Loading

.68

.50

.59

.38

.32*

.75
child to count. -.64
child to recognize shapes. -.55
child nursery rhymes. .33*
child to recognize numbers.
child to say "ABC's". .31*

5c. Child helps mother stir foods.
llj. Mother teaches child to read words.
9e. Old picture catalogs available.
9f. Child can play with paint or magic marker.

11i. Mother teaches chili; to recognize letters.

.67

.55

.40
-.33*
-.32*

FACTOR IV (7.1%)

11k. Ideas like "big/little". .59
9h. Child can play with "put-together" toys. .55
9j. Yarn, thread, cloth available, .. .44
9d. Child can play with jigsaw puzzles. .41

lla. Mother teaches child nursery rhymes. .39
10. Mother plays make-believe games with child. 43*

Mother teaches child to recognize letters. -- .41*
9e. Old picture catalogs available: 39*

(continued)
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FACTOR V (4.7%)

Table IV-82

(continued)

5e. Child helps mother take off dishes after
meals.

lle. Mother teaches child address and phone
number.

9j. Yarn, thread, cloth available.

FACTOR VI (4.9%)

5d. Child helps mother find food on shelves
in store.

5f. Child helps mother by putting clean
clothes away.

9b. Child can play with scissors.

FACTOR VII (5.5%)

poading

9i. Hammer, nails, wood.
10. Mother plays make-believe games with child. -
5b. Child helps mother mix and bake things.

111. Child has plants of his (her) own.
5a. Child helps mother clean and peel food.

FACTOR VIII (5.8%)

.73

.50

.31*

.73

-.67
-.32*

.76

.46

.46

.44

.39

lld. Mother teaches child to write name. .66
llg. Mother teaches child to recognize numbers. -.60
lli. Mother teaches child to recognize letters.
llj. Mother teaches child to read words. .30*
111. Child has plants of his (her) own. .30*
9j. Yarn, thread, cloth available. .30*

FACTOR IX (5.2%)

9g. Child can play with clay or play-doh.
llh. Mother teaches child to say "ABC's".
lle. mother teaches child to remember address

and phone number.
9f. Child can play with paint or magic marker. --
9d. Child can play with jigsaw puzzles.

Mother teaches child to recognize latters.

Nine factors accounted for 51.0% of the total variance.

*Item also loads on another factor.
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.57

.34*

.33*
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.31*
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Table IV-83

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CHANGE IN RATING ITEMS

ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(N=364)

FACTOR I (15.8%)

Loading

3. Mother and child talk about child's
activities. .74

2. Someone reads stories to child. .55
6. mother joins child's play activities. .47

FACTOR II (15.3%)

4. Child helps with household tasks. .71
8. Mother talks with child about child's

feelings. .54
10. Mother plays make-believe games with

child. .51
6. Mother joins in child's play activities. ---- .32*

FACTOR III (15.7%)

12. Child watches television. .75
1. Number of children's books at home. .59
2. Someone reads stories to child. .50*

Three factors accounted for 47.0% of the total variance.

*Item also loads on another factor.
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Table IV-84

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
ITEMS SCORED FOR EACH SCALE

HES - Observations: Supportive

1. Mother praised child during visits
3. Mother held child in lap during testing
6. Mother encouraged child during testing
6. Mother asked about child's progress during visits
10. Mbther talked proudly about child

HES - Observations: Punitive

2. Mother scolded child during visits
.4. Mother criticized child during testing
5. Mother.coached child during testing
9. Mother threatened child during visits
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Table IV-85

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING cATEGORY

(Item Ns range from 388 to 431)

I. Mother pnaised child

2. Pbther scolded child

3. Mother held child
in her lap

4. Mother interfered
by negative ccinnents

5. Mother interfered
by coaching or
giving answers

6. Mother made
encouragip; =merits

7. Exanples of artwork
displayed in home

8. kbther expressed
interest in child's
performance

9. Mother threatened
dhild with later
punishment

10. MOther talked
proudly about child

Observed Observed Mother Not
Never Once Or Three Or Present During

Group Observed Twice More Times Child Testin
Hm
C
Hd
Total

38.9
48.8
44.6
43.4

52.1
38.8
44.6
46.2

8.9
11.6
8.9
9.7

0
.8

1.8
.7

Hm
C
Hd
Total

53.2
59.7
62.5
57.5

34.7
32.6
26.8
32.0

12.1
7.0
8.9
9.7

0
.8

1.8
.7

Hm 61.4 34.9 3.7 0
C 73.4 23.4 2.3 .8 .

Hd 65.2 29.5 4.5 .9
Total 66.0 30.1 3.5 .5
Hm 78.4 17.4 1.6 2.6
C 76.0 16.3 3.9 3.9
Hd 77.3 6.4 1.8 14.5
Total 77.4 14.2 2.3 6.1
Hm 65.2 28.3 3.7 2.7
C 61.7 27.3 7.0 3.9
Hd 61.5 22.0 2.8 13.8
Total 63.2 26.4 4.5 5.9
Hm ,8.9 2.1 6.3 2.6
C 46.5 43.4 6.2 3.9
Hd 44.5 39.1 3.6 12.7
Total 47.1 41.7 5.6 5.6
Hm U-
C 89.8 9.4 0 .8
Hd * * * *

Total 83.5 13.7 1.5 1.3
Hm 46.8 45.8 7.4 0
C 54.3 38.0 6.2 1.6
Hd 56.8 33.3 7.2 2.7
Total 51.6 40.2 7.0 1.2
Hm .8 i

C 82.9 15.5 .8 .8
Hd 82.9 14.4 1.8 .9
Total 80.2 17.0 2.3 .5
'Hm 45.8 43.7 10.5 0
C 57.4 34.1 7.0
Hd 56.2 41.1 1.8 .9
Total 52.0 40.1 7.2 .7

*Head Start eliminated from this item.
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Iteml

Supportive

3 09

6 48 08

8 39 09 36

10 52 07 36 44

Subtotal 65 25 56 57 61

Punitive

t
2 10 ''08 20 19 01 22

<s

4 21 02 61 25 09 38 42

5 24 01 61 28 12 41 33 70

9 03 10 09 09 02 20 59 29 24

Subtotal 25 11 53 31 11 06 59 69 63 53

Table IV-86

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
ITEM INTERCORRELATIONS

(Item Ns range from 422 to 423)

Supportive Punitive
Sub-
total

'See key to items.
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Tdble IV-87

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS1

(Item Ns range from 422 to 423)

Item2 F/ FI/

1 79 -02 63

2 00 -71 60

3 15 -OS 02

4 32 -76 70

5 38 -69 63

6 69 -43 67

8 68 -13 48

9 -09 -70 50

10 78 13 63

PCT. V 27.6 26.7

Two factors accounted for 54.4% of the total variance.

1Principal components factor analysis followed by a varimax
rotation.

2See key to itmes.

237

.40



FACTOR I

Table IV-88

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
ITEMS LOADING HIGHEST ON EACH FACTOR

(Item Ns range from 422 to 423)

(27.6%) Supportive

Mother praised child during visits
Mother talked proudly about child
Mo..ther encouraged child during visits
Mother asked about child's progress
during visits

=11 =11

5. Mother coached child during testing
4. Mother criticized child during testing

FACTOR II

11.111. I 10

Loading

.80

.78

.69*

.69
39*
.33*

2. Mother scolded child during visits .77
4. Mother criticized chiLd during testing
9. Mother threatened child during visits -.71
5. Mother coached child during testing .69*
6. Mother encouraged child during testing

Two factors

* Item also

accounted for 48.8% of the total variance.

shows substantial loading on another factor.

288



Table IV-89

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
DESCRIPTIVE DATA

Scale 1
SUPPORTIVE

(possible range=5-15)

N mea SD oE

Scale 2
PUNITIVE

(possible range=4-12)

N Mean sD SE

HOME START 181 7.9 2.0 .15 180 5.4 1.6 .12

CONTROL 122 7.4 1.9 .17 123 5.3 1.6 .15

HEAD START 94 7.3 1.8 .18 93 5.0 1.4 .15

SEX:
M 202 7.6 2.0 .14 200 5.4 1.5 .11

F 195 7.6 1.9 .13 196 5.2 1.5 .11

TOTAL: 397 7.6 1.9 .10 396 5.3 1.6 .08.
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Table Iv-90

PARENT INTERVIEW II
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS1

Total Number of Interviews

Location of family's residence
On a farm or in the country

Home
Start Control

Head
Start
-SFr
(112)
26.8%

(N=192)
42.2%

130

(129)
45.0%

In a small town or in a city 57.8 55.0 73.2

Sex of Child (N=192) (130) (112)
Male 47.9 50.8 56.2
Female 52.1 49.2 43.7

If in Home Start, was home visitor present during the interview?
(N=163)

Yes No

60.1% 39.9%

Total-
Sam le:
43

(433)
39.0%
.61.0

(434)
50.9
49.1

Home Head Total-
Start Control Start agmEle

1. WAS IN A HEAD.START OR 7WI92)--Ti3rir (112) -14341
PRESCHOOL PROGRAM BEFORE LAST FALL?

No
Yes

93.2%
6.8-

2. HAVE ANY OF OLDER BROTHERS (N=190)
OR SISTERS BEEN IN A HEAD START PROGRAM?

No 77.9
Yes 22.1

3. HAVE ANY OF OLDER BROTHERS (N=190)

OR SISTERS BEEN IN HOME START?

No
Yes

4. WHEN WAS

95.3
'4.7

BORN? (4=192)

Mean age in months 54.3

I'D LKE TO FIND OUT WHAT SHOTS
HAS HAD.

5. HAs HE (SHE) HAD DPT SHOTS? (N=192)

No 4.7

Yes 92.7
Don't know 290 2.6

(continued)

93.1% 78.6% 89.4%
6.9 21.4 10.6

(129) (108) (427)

77.5 56.5 72.4
22.5 43.5 27.6

(130) (108) (428)

98.5 92.6 95.6
1.5 7.4 4.4

(130) (112) (434)

55.2 53.4 54.3

(128) (112) (432)

10.2 .9 5.3
85.2 99.1 92.1
2.6 4.7 2.5



6.

Table IV-90
(continued)

HAS HE (SHE) HAD POLIO SHOTS?

No
Yes
Don't know

Home
Start Control

Head
Start

Total
Sample,

(432)

6.0%
91.7
2.3

(N=192)

6.8%
90.1
3.1

(128)

9.4%
87.5
3.1

(112)

.9%
99.1
0

7. HAS HE (SHE) HAD MEASLES SHOTS? (N=192) (128) (112) (432):

No 10.9 19.5 1.8 11.1
Yes 86.5 77.3 98.2 86.8
Don't know 2.6 3.1 0 2.1

8. WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME (N=183) (118) (109) (410)
WENT TO A DOCTOR?

Mean time in months 4.2 .6.0 3.7 4.6

9, WAS THIS LAST VISIT FOR A CHECK-UP
OR FOR SOMETHING WRONG?

(N.191) (128) (112) (431)

Check-up 49.7 22.7 37.5 38.5
Something wrong 50.3 77.3 62.5 61.5

OF THOSE WHO WENT TO A DOCTOR IN THE (N=163) (95 ) (92 ) (350)
LAST 12 MONTHS, WAS ITs

Check-up 52.1 22.1 37.0 40.0
Something wrong 47.9 77.9 63.0 60.0

WHAT WAS WRONG? (N=98) (99) (70) (267)

Measles, mumps, chicken pox 0 0 2.9 .7

Accidental injury 18.4 14.1 11.4 15.0
Infection 50.0 49.5 50.0 49.8
Other 31.6 36.4 35,7 34.5

9A. HOW IS IT BEING PAID FOR? (N=190) (125) (112) (427)

Personal funds 26.3 56.8 38.4 38.4
Home or Head Start 31.1 0 28.6 21.3
Free Clinic 12.1 6,4 5.4 8.7
Medicaid 10.5 10.4 9.8 10.3
Welfare 11.1 15.2 6.2 11.0
Insurance 4.2 5.6 8.9 5.9
Other 2.6 4.0 0 4.4
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Table IV-90
(continued)

Home Head Total
Start Control Start ample :

10. WHEN ARRANGING FOR THIS VISIT TO (N=191) (128) (112) (431)

THE DOCTOR, OF WHEN MAKING IT, DID
YOU HAVE HELP FROM ANYONE OUTSIDE
YOUR FAMILY?

No 53.4% 91.4% 64.3% 67.5%
Yes 46.6 8.6 35.7 32.5

11. WHO HELPED YOU?

Home visitor
Head Start person
Other

12. IS HE (SHE) FROM HEAD START OR
HOME START?

No
Yes

HOW DID HE (SHE) HELP YOU?

Ma4e doctor appointment
Provided transportation
Both made appointment and

provided transportation
Gave parent name and/or

phone number of doctor
Other

13. WHEN WAS THE LAST %IME
WENT TO THE DENTIST?

Time in months

14. WAS THIS LAST VISIT FOR A CHECK-UP
OR FOR SOMETHING WRONG?

Check-up
Something wrong

WHAT WAS WRONG?

Toothache or cavity
Gum disease
Accidental injury to teeth
Other

(Continued

292

(N=89)

88.8

(11)

9.1

(40)

0

0 0 82.5
11.2 90.9 17.5

(N=89) (11) (40)

11.2 90.9 17.5
88.8 9.1 82.5

(N=87) (11) (38 )

32.2 18.2 28.9
36.8 45.4 36.8
27.6 9.1 28.9

3.4 18.2 2.6

0 9.1 2.6

(N=167) (20 ) (96 )

3.1 6.9 4,3

(N=171) (24) (103)

68.4 62.5 70.9
31.6 37.5 29.1

(N=53 ) (9A (30)

83.0 44.4
0 0
3.8 0

13.2 55.6

(140)

57.1
23.6
19.3

(140)

19.3
80.7

(136)

30.1
37.5
26.5

4.4

1.5

(283)

3.7

(298)

68.8
31.2

(92.)

80.0 78.3
3.3 1.1
0 2.2

16.7 18.5

Oa



V

Table IV-90
(continued)

Home Head Total
Start Control Start Sem.1=

OF THOSE WHO WENT TO A DENTIST (g=154)
IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS, WAS IT:

Checkup 68.P
Something wrong 31.2

14A. HOW IS IT BEING PAID FOR? (g=170)

Personal funds 2.4%
Home Start 80.6
Free clinic 1.2
Medicaid 4.7
Welfare 5.9
Insurwfce 2.4
Other .6

I(

15. WHEN ARRANGING FOR THIS VISIT, OR (N=171)
WEBN MAKING IT, DID YOU HAVE HELP
FROM ANYONE OUTSIDE YOUR FAMILY?

No 12.3
Yes 87.7

16. %MO HELPED YOU? (N=150)

Home visitor 98.7
Head Start person 0

Other 1.3

17. IS HE (SHE) FROM HEAD START OR (14=150)
HOME START?

No 1.3
Yes 98.7

HOW DID HE (SHE) HELP YOU? (N=150)

Made appointment
i 36.0

Provided transportation 31.3
Both made appointment and 32.7

provided transportation
Gave parents name and/or 0

phone number of doctor
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(15) (92) (261).

60.0 69.6 68.6
40.0 30.4 31.4

(24) (103) (297)

45.8% 2.9% 6.1%
4.2 86.4 76.4

12.5 0 1.7
16.7 5.8 6.1
8.3 2.9 5.1
4.2 1.0 2.0
4.2 0 2.6

(23) (101) (295)

82.6 7.9 16.3
17.4 92.1 83.7

(4) (93) (247)

25.0 0 60.3
0 96.8 36.4

75.0 3.2 3.2
,

(4) (93) (247)

75.0 3.2 3.2
25.0 96.8 96.8

(127) (92) (245)

0 17.4 28.6
33.3 54.3 40.0
33.3 28.3 31.0

33.3 0 .4



(continued)

18. WE'D LIKE TO FIND OUT THE MOST SERIOUS ACCIDENTS HAS RAD SINCE LAST SEPTEMBER.
I'LL READ SOME KINDS OF ACCIDENTS AND YOU TELL ME IF ANY HAVE HAPPENED TO

Accident

Falls

Bloas/Was hit

Cuts

Animal Bites

Near Suffo-
cation

.Poisoning

Near Drowning

Burns

Electric Shock

Autancbile

Other

HOME START CONTROL

(N=192)
No Yes
(%) (%)

N who
said

t

Yes

If yes, what
did you do?(%)

(N=130) j N who
No Yes I said
(%) (%) Js

If yes, what
did you do?(%)

Treated
at
Hane

Doctor
Clinic
Hospital

Over-
night in
Hospital

Treated
at
Mane

Doctor
Clinic
Hospital

Over-
night in
Hospital

82.3 17.7 34 67.6 32.4 0 84.6 15.4 20 55.0 45.0 0

94.3 5.7 11 45.5 54.5 0 92.3 7.7 10 90.0 10.0 0

87.0 13.0 25 32.0 64.0 4.0 88.5 11.5 3.5 66.7 33.3 0

96.9 3.1 6 83.3 16.7 0 96.9 3.1 4 75.0 25.0 0

99.0 1.0 2 0 50.0 50.0 99.2 .8 1 100.0 0 0

97.9 2.1 4 25.0 75.0 0 98.5 1.5 2 50.0 0 50.0

99.5 .5 1 100.0 0 0 99.2 .8 1 100.0 0 0

95.3 4.7 9 77.8 22.2 0 96.2 3.8 5 100.0 0 0

98.4 1.6 3 100.0 0 0 96.9 3.1 4 100.0 0 0

97.9 2.1 4 75.0 25.0 0 98.5 1.5 2 0 100.0 0

99.0 1.0 2 50.0 50.0 0 99.2 .8 1 0 100.0 0
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Table IAfr90
(cont.i.nued)

18. WE'D LIKE TO FIND OUT THE MOST SERIOUS ACCIDENTS HAS HAD SINCE LAST SEPTEMBER.
I'LL READ SOME KINDS OF ACCIDENTS AND YOU TELL ME IF ANY HAVE HAPPENED TO

Accident

Falls

Blois/Was hit

Cuts

Animal Bites

Near Su.ffo-
cation

.Poisoning

Near Drowning

Burns

Electric Shock

Autatobile

HEAD STARE' Tarn SAMPIE

(N=1 12)
No Yes
(%) (%)

N who
said
Yes

If yes, what
did you do? (%)

(N=434 )
No Yes
(%) (%)

N who
s aid
Yes

If yes, what
did you

Treated Doctor Over-
at Clinic night in
Hare Hospital Hospital

Treated
at
Hate

Doctor
Clinic
Hospital

Over-
night in
Hospital

a
88. 4 11.6 13 23.1 69.2 7.7 84.6 15.4 67 5.2 43.3 ,1.5

93.7 6.3 7 85.7 14.3- 0 93.5 6.5 28 71.4 28.6 0

89.3 10.7 12 58.3 41.7 0 88.0 12.0 52 48.1 50.0 1.9

97.3 2.7 3 33.3 66.7 0 97.0 3.0 13 69.2 30.8 0

99.1 .9 1 0 100.0 0 99.1 .9 4 25.0 50.0 25.0

99.1 .9 1 0 100.0 0 98.4 1.6 7 28.6 57.1 14.3

99.1 .9 1 100.0 0 0 99.3 .7 3 100.0 0 0

96.4 3.6 4 75.0 25.0 0 95.9 4.1 18 83.3 16.7 0

99.1 .9 1 100.0 0 0 98.2 1.8 8 100.0 0 0

96. 4 3.6 4 50.0 25.0 25.0 97.7 2.3 10 50.0 40.0 10.0

94.6 5.4 6 0 100.0 0 97.9 2.1 9 11.1 88.9 0

(Continued)



Table rv-90
(continued)

19. HOW MANY BROTHERS AND SISTERS DOES
HAVE AT HOME? (See text,

p. 83)

Mean number of siblings

20. I'D LIKE TO KNOW THEIR AGES. PLEASE
START WITH YOUR YOUNGEST CHILD AND TELL
ME HOW OLD EACH BROTHER OR SISTER IS.
(See text, p. 83)

Mean number
Mean number
Mean number
Mean number
Mean number
Mean number

older

of sisters
of brothers
of siblings 0-2 yr.
of siblings 3-5 yr.
of siblings 6-12 yr.
of siblings 13 and

21. ARE YOU

MOTHER?
FATHER?
OLDER SISTER (OR BROTHER)?
GRANDMOTHER, AUNT OR OTHER

RELATIVE?
BABYSITTER, NEIGHBOR, OR

FRIEND?

22. WHEN WERE YOU BORN?

Mean age of mothers (years)

23. DO YOU HAVE A PAYING JOB?

No
Yes

24. IF YES, IS IT FULL TIME, REGULAR
PART TIME, OR OCCASIONAL PART TIME?

Full time
Regular part time
Occas.ional part time

25. WHAT KIND OF WORK DO YOU DO?
See Chapter III, p. 36 for infor-
mation on occupations.

298
(Continued)

Home
Start Control

Head
Start

(N=192)

2.5

(130)

2.5

(112)

2.2

(N=192) (130) (112)

1.25 1.25 1.03
1.24 1.22.. 1.22
.47 .53 .34
.31 .32 .26

1.16 1.18 1.17
.58 .45 .48

(N=192) (130) (112)

93.7 94.6 95.5
1.0 .8 3.6
1.0 0 0

4.2 3.8 .9

0 .8 0

(N=180) (123) (106)

30.0 29.4 30.4

(N=192) (129) (112)

79.2 79.1 31.2
20.8 20.9 68.7

(N=40) (27) (77)

70.0 66.7 74.0
20.0 18.5 16.9
10.0 14.8 9.1

Total
Sample,

(434)'

(434),,t

119,
1.23

.30.
1.17
.51

(434)

94.5
1.6
.5

3.2

.2

(409)

29.9

(433)

66.7
33.3

(144)

71.5
18.1
10.4



Table IV-90
(continued)

26. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST GRADE YOU
COMPLETED IN SCHOOL?

Home Head Total
Start Control Start Sample,

(N=191) (127) (112) (430)

Grade: 1-4 2.6 1.6 1.8 2.1'
5-7 9.9 11.8 6.2 9.5'
8 18.8 13.4 8.0 14.4,_

9 11.0 11.8 7.1 10.2',

10 12.0 15.0 13.4 13.3
11 18.3 10.2 9.8 13.7
12 24.6 33.9 33.9 29.8,
13 1.0 1.6 8.9 3.31
14-16 1.6 .8 10.7 3.7'

27. DOES ANYONE ELSE IN YOUR FAMILY EARN (N=192) (129) (112) (433)
AN INCOME THAT IS USED TO SUPPORT
THE FAMILY?

No 48.4 41.1 58.9 49.0'

Yes 51.6 58.9 41.1 51.0

28. WHO ELSE EARNS AN INCOME THAT IS (N=99) (76) 146) (221)

USED TO SUPPORT THE FAMILY?

Mother 1.0 1.3 2.2 1.4
Father 94.9 94.7 89.1 93.7
Older sibling 0 0 2.2 .5

Other relative 4.0 2.6 4.3 3.6
Babysitter, neighbor, friend 0 0 2.2 .5

Wife and husband 0 1.3 0 .5

WHO CONTRIBUTES THE MOST? (N=21) (17) (22) (60)

Mother 9.5 0 9.1 6.7
Father 76.2 94.1 81.8 83.3
Older sibling 0 0 4.5 1.7
Other relative 14.3 5.9 4.5 8.3

29. IS HIS (HER) JOB FULL TIME, REGULAR (N=97) (74) (44) (215)

PART TIME, OR OCCASIONAL PART TIME?

Full time 82.5 86.5 93.2 86.0
Regular part time 12.4 9.5 4.5 9.8
Occasional part time 5.2 4.1 2.3 4.2

30. WHAT KIND OF WORK DOES HE (SHE) DO?
See Chapter III, p. 36 for infor-
mation on occupations.
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Table 1V-90
(oontinued)

Home
Start Control

Head
Start

Total
Sample,

31. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST GRADE HE (SHE) (N=94) (73) (44) (211)
HAS COMPLETED IN SCHOOL?

Grade: 1-4 8.5 6.8 2.3 6.6
5-7 19.1 11.0 6.8 13.7
8 13.8 27.4 9.1 17.5.
9 19.1 8.2 9.1 13.3

10 10.6 13.7 9.1 11.4 ;

11 4.3 4.1 13.6 6,2 '

12 19.1 23.3 31.8 23.2
13 1.1 5.5 0 2.4

14-16 4.3 0 18.2 5*.7

32. DO YOU OWN YOUR HOME OR ARE YOU (N=192) (129) (112) (433)

RENTING?

Own 34.4 31.0 34.8 33.5
Rent 57.3 62.0 57.1 58.7
Live in home of relative 7.3 4.7 5.4 6.0
Other 1.0 2.3 2.4 1.8

33, NOW I AM GOING TO READ A LIST OF
COMMUNITY GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS.
TELL ME IF YOU OR ANYONE ELSE IN YOUR
FAMILY IS ACTIVE IN ANY OF THEM.

PARENT-TEACHERS ASSOCIATION? Yes

BOY SCOUTS, GIRL SCOUTS, 4-H CLUB,
OR OTHER YOUTH GROUPS? Yes

CHURCH ORGANIZATIONS OR SOCIAL
CLUBS? Yes

ANY POLITICAL ORGANIZATION? Yes

OTHER? Yes

(N=180- (125-
192) 129)

18.2 8.5

16.2 8.5

*34.4 30.2

3.1 1.6

10.6 6.4

(108- (413-
112) 433)

31.2 18.7

16.1 13.9

48.2 36.7

4.5 3.0

18.5 11.4

Number of groups checked: (N=192) (130) (114 (434).

0 47.9 60.8 33.0 47.9
1 32.8 26.9 33.9 31.3
2 11.5 10.0 19.6 13.1
3 5.7 1.5 8,9 5.3

4 1.6 .8 4.5 2.1
5 .5 0 0 .2
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Table IV-90
(continued)

Horne H6ad Tai
Start Control Start S

34. ARE YOU TAKING ANY COURSES OR GOING (TP192) (129) (112) (433
TO SCHOOL?

No 93.2 97.7 96.4 95.4
Yes 6.8 2.3 3

35. IF YES, AT WHAT LEVEL OF EDUCATION? (R=13) (3) (4) (201_

Adult education 53.8 100.0 5040 60.6
High school 23.1 0 0 15.0
College courses 23.1 0 50.0 25.0

36. NOW I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF PLACES (N.190- (124- (111- (427
AND SERVICES THAT YOU MIGHT HAVE HEARD 192) 128) 112) 432
OF. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL ME IF
YOU HAVE EWA USED IT AND IF YOU ARE
USING IT NOW. ALSO, I'D LIKE TO KNOW
IF ANYONE IN HEAD START OR HOME START
HELPED YOU USE IT.

LOCAL HOSPITAL
Heard of it
Ever used it
Now using it
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start

95.8
85.3
60.2
6.8

92.9
80.2
47.6

.e

96.4
84.8
58.0
1.8

FOOD STAMPS
Heard of it 99.0 100.0 99.1
Ever used it 64.9 62.7 723
Now using it 42.4 38.1 35.7
Assistance from Home Stag

or Head Start
9.4 4.0 3.6

MEDICAID
Heard of it 85.9 86.5 93.7
Ever used it 32.5 27.0 35.1
Now using it 26.2 21.4 26.1
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
3.1 0 2.7

FOOD COMMODITIES
Heard of it 87.9 90.5 94.6
Ever used it 38.9 35.7 21.4
Now sing it 4.2 4.8 1.8
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
1.1 2.4 1.8

(continued)
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95..1
83.7
55.9-

3.7

99.3
66.2
39.4
6.3

88.1
31.5
24.8
2:1

90.4
33.4
3.7
1.6
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*Table 'IV-90

(continued).

Home
-Start

Head
Control- Start

Total-1?,
Sampil4V.

36. (Continued) (N=190- (124- (111-
192) 128) 112) 412).

PUBLIC HEALTH CLINIC
Heard of it 95.8 96.8 100.0 17.2.
Ever used it 78.4 80.8 83.9 - 80.6
Now using 'it 61.6 60.8 60.7 61.1
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
29.5 6.4 23.2 21.1

MENTAL HEALTH CLINIC
Heard of it 77.0 77.3 83.0- 78.7
Ever used it 10.5 6.3 8.9 .8.8

Now using it
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start

6.8
3.1

3.9
.8

2.7
.9

4.9
1.9

FAMILY COUNSELING AGENCIES
Heard of it 70.7 65.6 70.5 69.1
Ever used it 5.8 8.6 4.5 6.3
Now using it 1.6 1.6 1.8. 1.6
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
1.0 0 1.8 .9

PLANNED PARENTHOOD
Heard of it 92.1 89.5 92.9 91.6
Ever used it 41.4 39.5 41.1 40.7
Now using it 23.6 16.9 21.4 21.1
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
7.9 2.4 3.6 5.2

WELFARE DEPARTMENT
Heard of it 99.5 99.2 100.0 99.5
Ever used it 64.6 52.0 53.2 57.9
Now using it 40.1 33.1 29.7 35,3
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
4.2 4.7 4.5 4.4

DAY CARE OR CHILD CARE PROGRAM
Heard of it 92.7 91.3 94.6 92.8
Ever used it 9.9 12.6 71.2 26.6
Now using it 4.2 2.4 63.1 18.9
Assistance from Home Start

or Read Start
1.6 2.4 51.4 14.7

RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
Heard of it 74.0 64.8 75.0 71.5
Ever used it 18.2 9.4 23.2 16.9
Now using it 10.4 5.5 15.2 10.2
Assistance from Home Start 6.8 0 6.2 4.6

or Head Start
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Table IV-90
(continued)

H6M4--
Start Control Start Sampl

36. (Continued)

LEGIAL AID
Heard of it
Ever used it
Now using it
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start

HOUSING AUTHORITY

(N=190-
192)

78.0
19.4
4.7
1.0

._

(124-
128)

71.4
17.5

.9
0

_

(111-
112)

82.0-
19.8

.9
t9

Heard of it 80.7 78.9 91.1
Ever used it 25.5 21.9 32.1
Now using it 20.3 13.3 19.6
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
2.1 _...9 2.7

STATE EMPLOYMENT OFFICE
Heard of it . 96.8 97.6 98.2
Ever used it 52.1 50.0 t6.1
Now using it 6.8 3.2 9.8
Assistance from Home Start

or Head Start
1.6 .8 2.7

JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS
Heard of it 91.6 88.2 97.3
Ever used it 16.8 7.1 32.1
Now using it 4.7 .9 5.4
Assistance from Home Start .-2.6 .9 4.5

or Head Start

37. NOW I WOULD LIKE TO FIND OUT WHAT YOU
THOUGHT ABOUT THE THINGS I DID WITH

TELL ME WHICH ONES YOU
LIKED AMID WHICH ONES YOU DIDN'T LIKE.

DDST (N=191) (123) (72)

Liked 99.9 96.7 98.6
Didn't like2 1.1 3.3 1.4

PSI (N=181) (121) (71)
Liked 98.9 97.5 97.2
Didn't like 1.1 2.5 2.8

Reasons for not HEing an item are shown in Table

(Continued)
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97.4
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6.5:

1.6

92.1
17.9.
3.7
2.6

(376
99.1
1.9
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Table IV-90
(continued)

_Home - Head Total
Start Control Start Sample.

37. (Continued)

HEIGHT & WEIGHT (14.180) (120) (71) (3711,
Liked 99.4 100.0 98.6 99.5-
Didn't like .6, 0 1.4 .5

8-BLOCK (N=183) (127) (98) (408)

Liked 95.1 96.1 92.9 94.9

Didn't like 4.9 3.9 7.1 5.1

38. NOW I'D MICE TO FIND OUT BOW YOU-
FEEL ABOUT THE THINGS I ASKED YOU
DURING THIS InsIT AND THE LAST ONE.
TELL MB WHICH THINGS YOU LIKED AND
WHICH ONES YOU DIDN'T LIKE.

SCHAEFER (N1182) (126) (109) (417)

Likeet 99.5 99.2 99.1 99.3
Didn't like .5 .8 .9 .7

FOOD INTAKE (N1=183) (128) (109) (420)

Liked 98.9 96.1- 97.2 97.6

Didn't like 1.1 3.9 2.8 2.4

HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE (N-183) (127) (109) (419)

Liked 98.9 .99.2 99.1 99,0

Didn't like 1.1 .8 .9 1.0

, PARENT INTERVIEW (N1,185) (127) (109) (421)

Liked 97.3 96.1 98.2 97.1
Didn't like 2.7 3.9 1.1 2.9
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Table IV-91

PARENT INTERVIEW I
REACTIONS TO PROGRAM AND INVOLVEMENT IN ACTIVITIES

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS'

9. WHEN DID FIRST ENTER THE HEAD START
Home
Start
(PTISO)

Head

Start
(FTOR)

Total

Sample
OR THE HOME START TIIDGRAM? (11=298)

Months 8.81 8.44 -8.68

O. WHAT ARE SOME OF THETHINGS TAAT
ESPECIALLY LIKES ABOUT HEAD iTART OR HOME START? (N=190) (N=111) (N=362)

Nonspecific, positive comment 6.8% 17.1% 10.6%
Educational aftivities or educational play 40.3 10.8 29.5
Socializing or social activities 29.8 62.1 41.7
Field trips 10.4 7.2 9.2
The home visitor or teacher 11.6 0.0 7.2
Other (nonspecific negative comments) 1.0 2.7 1.7

11. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE THINGS THAT

(N=191) (N=111) (N=302)DOESN'T LIKE ABOUT HEAD START OR HOME START?

Nonspecific negative comment 14.6% 20.7% 17%
Educational activities or educational play 3.7 2.6
Socializing or social activities 3.6

.9
2.7 3.3

Nutritional and medical activities 4.7 0.0 3.0
Parent gave positive comment 72.8 52.3 65.2
Naps 0.0 23.4 8.6

12. WHAT OTHER THINGS 00 YOU THINK THE PROGRAM SHOULD DO
FOR (N=190) (N=111) (N=301)

Nonspecific positive (do well, learn different
things) 6.4% 80.2% 72.8%:.

School readiness (academic) e.g., get him
ready for first grade 5.8 6.4 6.6
Gains outside experience (as from field trips) 3.2 1.8 2.7
Social adjustment (learn how to act around other
people) 1.6 6.4 3.0
Other 21.0 7.2 15.9

lQuestions 1-8 on Parent Interview I were combined into a Mother Sense of Control Inventory
for the purposes of psychometric anatysis. The findings for these items are reported in
the Parent Measures section of this report. Question 22, Urban/Rural is analyzed in
Parent Interview 11 so, it was omitted here.
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Table IV-91
(continued)

13. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE THINGS YOU ARE GETTING OUT OF

Home

Start

Head
Start

Total
Sampl e

THE PROGRAM? (N=189) (N=110) (N=299)

Nonspecific positive comment (all of them,
learning). 31.7% 40.0% 34.8%

Educational activities 1.6 0.0 1.0

Socializing with Home Visitor (gives we someone
to talk to) 2.1 0.0 1.3

Field trips and picnics 1.6 1.8 1.7

Center bctivities (group meetings, workshops, etc.) 21.2 10.0 17.1

Nutrition help or referral 2.1 .9 1.7

Health or medical help or referrals 3.2 .9 2.3

Has improved parent approach to child 21.2 7.3 16.1

Allows mother to.work or rest 1.6 32.7 13.0

Other 10.0 2.7. 7.3

Negative comment 3.7 3.6 3.7

14. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE OTHER THINGS YOU THINK THE
PROGRAM SHOULD DO FOR YOU? (N=188) (N=111) (N=299)

Nonspecific positive comment 70.2% 83.8% 75.3%

Educational 3.2 0.0 2.0

Personal-social gains, self-image 1.1 0.0 .7

Using community resources .5 0.0 .3

Benefit to child 1.1 .9 1.0

Nutritional .5 0.0 .3

Improved parent teaching skills .5 0.0 .3

Other 22.8 15.3 20.0

15. HAVE YOU HEARD OF A GROUP CALLED THE PARENT POLICY
COUNCIL OR COMMITTEE? IT MAY ALSO BE CALLED A PARENT
POLICY BOARD, PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE, PAC OR PC. (N=191) (N=111) (N=302)

No 45.0% 29.7% 39.4%

Yes 55.0 70.3 60.6

16. IF YES, HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TO ONE OF THEIR MEETINGS? (N=106) (N=78 ) (N=184)

No 39.7% 50.9% 46.2%

Yes 60.3 49.1 53.8

17. IF YES, WHAT KINDS OF THINGS ARE DISCUSSED AT THE

MEETINGS? (N=45 ) (N=44 ) (N=89 )

Nonspecific comments 4.4% 0.0% 2.2%

Educational activities 2.2 0.0 1.1

Policies of program, electing officers 51.2 65.9 58.5

Health 2.2 0.0 1.1

Child rearing 0.0 2.3 1.1

Planning group activities 29.0 31.8 30.4
Use of community resources 8.9 0.0 4.5

Other 2.2 0.0 1.1
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Table IV- 91

(continued)

18. ARE THERE THINGS YOU THINK SHOULD BE BROUGHT UP

Home
Start

Head

Start
Total

Sample:

AT THESE MEETINGS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN DISCUSSED? (N=52 ) (N=44 ) (N=96 )

No 86.5% 93.2% 89.6%
Yes 13.5 6.8 10.4

19. IF YES, WHAT? (N= 7 ) (N= 3 ) (N,10 )

Nonspecific comment 14.3% 0.0% 10.0%
Staff problem 28.6 33.3 30.0
Other 57.1 66.7 70

20. HAVE THERE BEEN GET-TOGETHERS FOR EITHER HEAD START
OR HOME START FAMILIES, SUCH AS SOCIAL HOURS, PICNICS,
OR OTHER GATHERINGS? (N=191) (N=110) (N=301)

No 8.9% 22.7% . 14%
Yes 91.1 77.3 86

21. IF YES, DID YOU ATTEND? (N=173) (N=85 ) (N=258)

No 20.8% 27.1% 22.9%
Yes 79.2 72.9 77.1

The following questions were only administered to parents of children enrolled
in the Head Start program.

23. How much time have you spent in the last two weeks visiting or working in the
Head Start center?

N Percent

No 81 72%
Yes 31 28%

117 Mean Number of Hours = 21.3

24. Has any Head Start staff member spent any time in your home during the
last month?

N Percent

No 83 75%
Yes 28 25%

117r

25. Now much time did he (she) spend in your home during the last month?

Mean Number of Hours = 1.5
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Table 1V-91
(continued)

26. flow much time does spend in the Mead Start center each day?

(Child's Name)

Mean Number of flours . 7.6

27. flow many'days a week does spend in the .center?

(Child's Name)

Mean Number of Days w 5

a
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Table IV-92

MOTHER'S SENSE OF CONTROL INVENTORY ITEMS

1. SUPPOSE YOU DIDN'T LIKE WHAT A TEACHER WAS DOING WITH ONE OF
YOUR CHILDREN WHO IS IN SCHOOL, WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

2. WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF (child's name) SEEMED TO HAVE
TROUBLE HEARING THINGS?

3. IF (child's name) HAD A BAD FALL AND YOU THOUGHT
HIS (HER) LEG WAS BROKEN, WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

4. SUpPOSE THE ROAD (OR STREET) IN FRONT OF YOUR HOUSE BECAME
ALMOST IMPOSSIBLE TO DRIVE ON BECAUSE IT WAS NEVER REPAIRED.
WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

5. WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF THE POLICE CAME AND ASKED TO SEARCH
YOUR HOUSE WITHOUT GIVING YOU ANY REASON?

6. IF YOUR ROOF WAS LEAKING AND YOUR LANDLORD WOULDN'T GET IT
FIXED, WHAT WOULD YOU DO? (If parent owns the house or is
living with relatives, ask her to suppose that she had to
deal with a landlord.)

7. IF ONE OF YOUR CHILDREN WOKE UP IN THE MIDDLE OF THE NIGHT
WITH A REALLY HIGH FEVER, WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

6. IF YOU WERE WORRIED THAT (child's name)
LESS THAN USUAL WHAT WOULD YOU DO?
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Table IV-93

MOTHER'S SENSE OF CONTROL INVENTORY
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

I. t

Item1 1
Rating

2 3

Teacher Problem 3.9 .5 95.6

Hearing 0.0 .7 99.3

Bad Fall 0.0 .5 99.5

Street 19.4 0.0 80.6

Police 15.5 .3 84.3

Roof Leak 5.6 0.0 94.4

Fever .2 .2 99.5

Eat Less 9.8 0.0 90.2

1See key to items.
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Table IV-94

MOTHER SENSE OF CONTROL INVENTORY
INTERITEM AND ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS

Iteml
Teacher
Problem Hearin.

Bad
Fall Street Police

Roof
Leak Fever Eat Less

Hearing

-Bad Fall

Street

Police

Roof Leak

Fever

Eat Less

Total'

-02

-02

07

03

-02

-01

06

11

00

-04

-03

-02

-01

-02

05

-03

07

-02

00

02

02

01

01

-03

16

16.

-05

'03

02

-61

-02

04

-05

05

-02 10

1See key to items.
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Table IV-95

RELIABILITY OF CODING 8-BLOCK AUDIO TAPES
(INDIVIDUAL CATEGORIES)

8-Block Ca ies
Number of Events Coded

Ooder 1 Coder 2 Coder 3 Coder 4

RYMER CATEGORIES

st Talking

1. Height 35

2. Mark 26
3. Height & Mark 7

4. Unclassified

t Understanding

212

5. Height 85

6. 14ark 112
7. Height & Mark 49
8. Unclassified

st Placement

273

9. Height 25

10. Mark 30

11. Height & Mark 72

12. Unclassified 275

About

13. Height 51

14. Mark 39

. Height & Makk 49
16. Unclassified 124
. Cirect Request 89

. Comments 27

Task Irrelevancy 22

. Praise/Acknowledge 85

. Encourage 44

. Threaten/Demean/Bribe 3

Correction/Alone 74

Correction/Reason 27

Correction/Question 14

Pairwise Reliab
(Cartwright's Alpha)

Coder 5 Mean Mum Maximo

29 .65 .52 .82

29 .46* .28 .71

12 .45* .27 .75

216 .66 .58 .73

65 .59 .51 .71

122 .62 .46 .73

52 .66 ..60 .72

250 .52 .48 .56

24 47* .23 .80

28 47* .32 .64

74 .62 .45 .84

262 .64 .56 .72

63 .54 .44 .59

37 47* .40 .59

57 .57 .47 .71
129 37* .26 .46

80 45* .36 .52

8 .23* .14 .46

27 .57 .20 .92

54 43* .30 .55

47 .51 .41 .69

7 .25* .09 .50

77 47* .41 .62

24 .46* .29 .60

18 33* .20 .53

108 .63 .51 .71

122 .62 .51 .80

18 .50 .28 .77

209 .48* .40 .54

4 .03* 0 .17

20 .18* .03 .30
46 45* .12 .83

0 .06* 0 .29

10 .40* .31 .67

11 .10* 0 .25

37 34 34

31 35 29

7 7 12

208 231 199

65 75 72

126 126 123
49 51 55

266 224 261

28 28 26

32 30 34

71 75 76

262 274 271

56 57 57
43 33 48

62 51 48
108 106 109
90 98 71u 17 16
25 22 23
70 74 62

35 42 36

5 6 7

74 80 62

31 28 31
12 27 19

CHILD CATEGORIES

About

Height
Mark
Height & Mark
Unclassified
Direct Request
Comments
Task Irrelevancy
Acknagledge
I Don't Know
Refuse, Reject

106 102 107 102
155 154 148 147
16 17 18 21
269 208 237 198

2 0 11 3

17 10 18 15
22 27 27 26
5 6 4 2

7 5, 5 8

4 1 8 3

eliability considered too low for using this category as an individual item.
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RELIABILITY OF CODING 8-BLOCK AUDIO TAPES
(SCALE SCORES)

.

Scorel Coder 1

Number of Events Coded

Coder 2 COder 3 Coder 4 Coder 5 an

Pairwise Reliabllities
(Caitwright's Alpha)

Spring, 1974 Fa11,1973

Minimum Maximum Mean

A. Talk About (13-15) 139 161 141 153 157 .58 .53 .66
v.

.65

2. Feedback (20,21,23) 203 179 196 160 178 .49 .41 .59 .52

3. Request Talk (1-3) 68 75 76 75 70 .57 .43 .77 .

4. Child Talk (26-28) 277 273 273 270 248 .66 .55 .79 .73

1Number in parentheses indicate items belonging to each scale in the Spring, 1974 analysis.
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Table IV-97 .

8-.BLOCK TASK
MEANS, SD's AND RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS (PERCENTS) ON

MOTHER-CHILD INTERACTION VARIABLES

(N = 402)

mDTBERatrEcoRps2
Mean' SD ro- .001- .501- 1.001- . 01- 2.001- 2.501-.3.501-

1.001 .500 1.000 1.500 2.000 2.500 3.500 4.500

Bequest Talking
_Height (1) .19

, Maik (2) .26

. Height & Mark (3) .08

Unclassified (4) .77

Request Understanding
Height (5) .43

Mamk (6) .62

Height & Mark (7) .39
Unclassified (8) 1.84

Request Plmcement
Height (9) .21

Mark (10) .22

Height a Mark (11) .30

Unclassified (1.2)1.53

l'alk About
Height (13) .37

-Mark (14) :40

Height & Mark (15) .43

Unclassified (16)1.06

-Direct Request (17) .79

Comments (18) .11

-11sAk Irrelevancy (19) .13
-Praise/Acknowledge (20) .56

Encourage (21) .26
.Threaten,Demema,Bribe(22).08
Correction/Alone (23) .50

Correction/Reason (24) .16
-CorrectionAluestion (25) .12

CHM CATWORIES
,

Talk About
Height (26) .64
Mark (27) .93

Height & Mark (28) .15
Unclassified (29)1.80

Direct Request (30) .03

Cbmments (31) .11
Task Irrelevancy (32) .09

-Acknowledge (33) .05
I Don't Know (34) .07
Befuse, Reject (35) .09

.38 55.0 35.1 7.7 J. .7 .2 .2 .2

.41 43.8 40.0 10.9 3.5 1.0 0
_.

.7 0
.1.9 68.2 28.6 2.7 .2 .2 0 0 0

.91 21.9 34.3 14.2 12.7 7.7 2.7 4.5 1.5

.49 21.1 51.2 17.4 6.2 2.5 .7 .7 0

.62 14.4 40.5 27.9 10.7 3.5 1.5 1.0 .2

.54 33.3 40.8 16.4 5.2 2.5 .5 1.0 .2

1.16 2.2 9.5 19.9 12.4 17.9 11.2 18.4 : i.0

.37 50.0 38.3 7.7 3.0 .2 .5 .2 0

.39 47.3 40.8 8.5 1.5 1.5 .2 0 .2

.55 50.5 30.8 10.7 4.0 1.5 1.2 1.0 .2

1.20 3.0 14.2 23.9 18.4 17.7 7.7 10.7 1.7

.40 24.9 48.0 21.9 3, 1.5 0 .2 0

.42 22.4 47.8 22.4 4.7 2.2 .2 .2 0

.61 34.1 38.6 16.2 4.7 3.2 1.5 1.5 .2

.74 3.0 22.9 32.6 18.4 13.9 4.7 3.7 .7

.81 11.4 38.6 23.4 12.2 7.0 2.7 3.5 1.0

.27 64.4 31.1 2.5 1.0 .7 0 .2 0

.52 82.3 10.2 2.7 2.5 .7 .5 .7 0

.63 18.2 42.3 24.1 8.2 4.0 1.0 1.7 .2

.61 45.0 42.3 8.0 2.0 1.7 0 .2 0

.26 76.9 18.4 3.0 1.0 .5 0 .2 0

.55 17.7 47.5 24.1 5.7 3.0 1.2 .2 .5

.24 46.5 45.3 7.5 .5 .2 0 0 0

.18 51.0 44.3 4.7 0 0 0 0 0

.77 27.9 28.9 20.4 10.2 7.2 2.2 2.2 .7

1.02 21.6 26.9 14.7 15.7 8.0 4,2 6.5 1.7
.38 70.6 19.4 6.5 1.5 1.7 0 .2 0

1.52 5.7 16.4 17.7 10.9 14.7 7.7 13.9 7.7
.11 86.6 12.2 1.0 .2 0 0 0 0
.31 69.7 23.9 4.5 1.2 0 .5 .2 0
.25 74.4 20.9 3.2 .7 .5 .2 0 0

.22 78.9 19.4 1.0 .2 0 .2 .2 0

.17 72.4 24.4 3.0 .2 0 0 0 0

.31 79.9 15.4 3.0 1.2 0 .2 0 .2

- .

43011
§.999,,::

0
0
0

.5

0

.2

0-.
2.5

0
0
0

2.7

0
0
0
0-

.2

0
.2

.2

.7

0
0
0

0

.2

.7
0

5.2
0
0
0

0

0
0

1The mean proportion can be interpreted as the mean number of events per minute.

2Number in parentheses is the category number referred to in other tables.
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Table IV- 99

8-BLOCK INTERACTION SCORES
FALL-SPRING CORRELATIONS

Variable
Home Start

r
Control
N r

Head Start
N

,Thiiii-Sanp1e
N r

ReEp.test Talk 167 .32 115 .24 102 .16 384 .25

Diagnostic 167 ..38 115 .27 102 .33 384 .34

Talk About 167 .24 115 .26 102 .55 384 .32

Interactions/Min. 157 .35 102 .42 89 .40 348 .38

Mean Length of String 160 .39 106 .10 91 .16 357 .24.

Feedback 166 .42 113 .38 100 .24 379 .37
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Table rv -100

FALL-SPRING CHANGE IN MOTHER INTERACTION VARIABLES

Request Talk
Fall 4

Spring
Difference

t -ratio

Diagno!tic
Fall
Spring
Difference

t ratio

Six-Site Analysis
Home Start Control
Mean SD Mean SD

.51 .84 .64

.55 ;72 .46

.05 .91 -.18

-.64
167

.94 1.20

.90 .94

-.04 1.21

-.42

Talk About
----Pin--

Spring
Difference

1.89
1.39

-.50

167

1.86
1.10
1.92

t ratio -3.34*

Interactions/min.

167

Fall 8.73 6.19
Spring 7.76 4.37
Difference -.97 6.18

t ratio -1.97
157

Mean Length of String
Fall 5.49 '8.81
Spring 4.67 4.99
Difference -.82 8.28

t ratio -1.25
160

Feedback-mar
Spring
Difference

t ratio

*pc.05

1.59 1.68
1.42 1.02

-.17 1.56

-1.40
166

.84 .95

.56 .76

-.27 1.04

-2.82*
us

1.62 1.54
.94 .79

-.68 1.53

-4.73*
115

7.94
6.18

-1.76

5.15
4.20
5.09

-3.49*
102

5.73 8.65
4.97 4.22
-.76 9.24

-.85
106

1.41 1.04
1.20 1.14
-.21 1.21

-1.82
3.3.3

319
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Four-Site Analysis
Home Start Head Start
Mean SD Mean SD

.57 .91

.56 .69

.01 .97

.11

U1

.98 1.21

.91 .94

.07 1.29

.60

111

1.72 1.82

1.15-7:11:
-.57 1.89

-3.16*
111"

8.35 5.78
7.79 4.37
-.56 5.91

-.97
103

4.90 3.96
4.49 4.96
-.41 4.74

-.88
105

1.50 1.83
1.33 .99

-.17 1.67

-1.05

110

.55. -02

.58 .78

.04 .98, .

102

.85 .97

.87 1.01

.02 1.15

.16

102

1.76 1.37
1.16 1.05
-.60 1.19

-5.09*
102

6.52 4.64
7.03 4.16
.51 4.85

1.00
89

7.95 9;27
5.19 7.10

-2.76 10.72 ,

-2.46*
91

1.47 .98
.,1.36 .96
-.11 1.19

-.95
100

A ....A..



4

Table V-1

KEY TO WEOLE SCORE FACTOR ANALYSIS AND INTERCORRELATIONS

Variable Whole Score

1 Sex
2 Age in montht
3 Occupation
4 Mother's Education
5 Urban/Rural
6 DDST - Fine Motor
7 DDST - Language
8 DDST - Gross Motor
9 . DDST - Personal-Social .

10 8-Block Child Score
11 PSI
12 . SBI - Task Orientation
13 SBI - Extraversion-Introversion
14 SBI - Hostility-Tolerance
15 POCL - Test Orientation
16 POCL - Sociability
17 Food Total
18 Nutrition Total
19 Height
20 Weight
21 HES - Mother Involved
22 HES - Playthings
23 HES - Mother Teaches
24 HES - Household Tasks
25 HES - Books
26 HES - TV
27 MBOS - Supportive
28 MBOS - Punitive
29 8-Block - Talk About
30 8-Block - Feedback
31 8-Block - Child Talk
32 8-Block - Diagnostic
33 8-Block - Request Talk
34 8-Block - Interactions/Minute
35 8-Block - Mean Length of Mother String

320
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Table V-2

WIL0.4E SCORS INTERCOHEL&TIONS--HOHE MALT

(Ns range from 163 to 192) .

SLX AM. C. ull

1 2 3 4 5

-04
-07 11
-02-08 24
10-26-11 17
22 53 25 08-21

-02 55 22 02-79
22 40 07-02-11
11 29 15 12-04
12 51 24 04-20

DDST DBES
6 7 8 9 20 11

%.

70
45 47
43 39 27
48 GI 36 27

SDI FOCI.

22 13 14 15 1G
'row H W
17 18 29 20

HES
22 22-23 24 25 261

MBOS
27 28

0-DLOCK
29 30 31 32 33 4

'

.

.

Sect&
AGE 2

OCC 3

ED 4
u/R 5

6
7DDST
8

_.
9

0-D 10
PSI 11 tC 5n 20-P3-31 71. 77 04 22 Ob

22 -07 18 05 02-14 25 30 1 S 29 18 33
SU 13 00 00 OI OC-03 06 08 10 1s42-07 20

24 eb-20-20-e: CC-30-44-20-10-32-3. 50-10
.

15 13 34 07 00-0P 46 51 5'. In 41 46 29 29-38
PO" 16. -C2 20 22 13 00 2? 38 27 0 32 29 01 20.-TE 59
FOOD 17 -11 02 02 02-11 01 11 04 OC 04 Ot 20 10-15 22 lh
NUT . 18 -14 04 10 0E-07 03 13 01 07 00 02 14 21-20 15 25 75
HT 19 . -10 SE 21 00-1f 42 42 30 30-46 51 110i-25 27-21 14 23 . .

HT 29 -07 31 15-91-15 23 2= ?7 12 25 2n 01 17-10 17 29 22 26 70
22 -94-i:-02 10-i2 02 114 05 26 04-n1 31 22-19 22 11 13 17 04-06 .

22 C5 37 10 72 et 19.29 OC 26 23 27 ro 12-22 23 12 10-12 11 19 33

HES 23
24

-51 23 04 00-33 19 It 2.: 18 23 20
02 01 05 16-0E 02 15 04 30 22 98

35 11-07 09 OS
23 16-24 lh 09

03-95 20 24
00 22 11 01

22 34
41 36 41 - .

25 -02 27 02 96-1E 27 3, 22 23 25 23 30 17-24 21 07 02 22 10 0/-37 37 24 39
2C 05-03-09-04-9C 4(-42-01 42-1h-42 no 01 03 04-09 05 04 03 06-^5-15-06-06-04

MHOS 27
23

-02 CO csa 05 54 01 03 01-07 OC 14
-I5-19-CC AS 15-7=-32-111-1n-23-50

Ir.-06-13 07 03
24-13 24-11G-9r-15-12-16-K

04 07 07 It OP 0R-15-05 23 01
n5-0-2 02-03-16-0E 96

29 02-26 03 25 2N2.5-25-11 02.-0!-2g 05 ve-15-C2 SP 03 14-43.-1r 11-23-06 05-06 01 16 02
30 -10-10-0-34 0C-20-14-14-11-07-07 03-55 04-10 09-11-02-11-0C 01-15-17-04-09 02 24 14 00

8-0 31
32

-01 20 20 12 01 2D 20 10 32 40 2o
03 OS 02 06-0 CS 24 15 14 02 1

20 16-27 32 25
16 19-07 14-01

03 15 22 MA 18 12 02 20 IlLOE
02 07 09 05.1104 00 06 13 06

05-10
07-11

12 08
00-06 SS

33 -04 01 05 24 oe 02 00 00 01 03 0:1 OE 06-03 03 00-02 03-01407 04-01 01-05 CO 03 00-04 22 OS 54 49
34 -24 05 22 28 22 OS 09-03 17 17 00 28 09-21 13 2342 10 0E0119 0905 03 04-06 09 06 20 28 75 39 47
35 07-11-1C-12-0E-06-14 01-19-14-12 14-26 20.;-26-45-t0-15-15-08-18-04 06-06-02 OE 01 00 02-05-43-27-25-57

1See key to scores Table V-1.
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Table -V-3

WHOLE SCOHE IN4a000ItHSLiTIDLI.S.iFO#T$0140_i

. (N,: ratige- ireei 1.0Z
t

SEX .aGaot ED UP
I 2 3

-06
-16 14
11-02 20
24-17-14 00-

DOST SHPSI
10 11

.

SE
44 25
30 27 31
35 45 29 15 ,

58 64 35 25 44

. $

SDI .POCL
12 13 14 15.,-1C1417;*

.- _ - ,.
- -

.

.

-

'..
. '''

-
^23'

18 17-12
if 26-10 65 -
02 21-15,1010

00.12'02
99 02412.3..3 II:

, ,
l'OOD . ..11' -If

Wi024,p:21--23721iIi-.,.2
.

_

. - / --

.
..-,:

-
\ ..

.

:. , -;'.
' ': ." . *.
.72 ::.,*
1310 ,::`,-
2011868 1,'''

'V -:-. -.* .;',1125,1-, .;

-, < - .:.: -- -..-.

i.-

-*.-r- ?Ni':!`.te:.:, .-
.- . -'; !',;--,'; c.';'-' -:-:.-'3'?-:,----.-...,r-,,.:::yoT,,,,,:*, ;,, :,1

.
' ''.:':.-'.:.=

:$1BOS,
47 '2229-1-$0-311-:32/143',:34

.,--,,,z.`,...

:;!':--,V4,-

Mel, ,a

;,...e-:::,

, .-

,t.:-;,
-':' , :'!

- st-

..-

.
-,. _

-.,,,

10:

''., --;.-;46,1374)C1C..=';,7,,.

-y-i?,, -.I." !,,: -=: e. z ."

..-ei; '' . ... ' ;- " ' ' - - .'1',...-;:,.'
. ';:- ,. - ".*:,'
.. ...--: . ,. . ., .

¶;':
_ ,...___ .

-- . - _- .. ,

.:,. ,:, ". , -i.
'* - " . ..

' - -- ,:
.

..,
, . .

.. - . ,

:
.

'

-

07 ...

29-04
-.20 DO :70

79 49
44'11 24 55 65

26-41-25-24-55

.

Scoret

1,:-T 2
WC 3
ED 4
U/R 5

8-13
PSI

6
7
8
9

10
11

OS 43 14-01-7.0
-02 33 17 11-35
1.0 45-08 t4-10

-.01 13 04 02-21
-09 40 06 12-1 r

_ 04-27 60 25-77

. .
. . '''' :--

..,,, ",* ; . '- -:'.
-.".

-

:. . :

:',1.--'
24, ...

-"_- =. "
4,5y1i132'..40 --,-,

01

551'

POCL

rro00

12
23
14
15
IS

09 11 DO 1304-iff
12 DO-II 01-05

-09-07..13-23 10606
08.17 08 17-15
00 16 19 00..12

19 is Of op .05
001.03..04 05601-15

00...0412 D'2.-0231c-12
31 37 20 22 35.3.5
18--17 17 11 3519

NUT
HT
-gr

17
18
19
20

-10 07-01 13-Cf.'
-05 02-05 14 00

00 53 04 Oft-OE
...CI 37 DR 10-05

00 05 07 04 07-0E
07 14 06-01 17 1e,e2.15-21-09":0F
29 28 45 22 26 1e.03**05"-
12 27 29 15 25-24

21
22
23

HES - 24
25

- 2f

09-13 OS 33-a-04
10 02-03 09-19
03 24 01.02-97
17 05-12 09-95

-08-13 14 19-04
-14-077-01-19 07

03-04 13 09 Of
24 32 15 30 20 33
11 10 22 33 es 11
14 13 10 09 OS 13
11 17-11 21 06.15
02 00-17r-00-18-04-13-05

24 11724 69 44 13 20-06..-0S--
22 10;44 0707 09: OE 08. 11
22 00-04 05 10 03.471$':1612S:40
25 05-14 04-04-10,1019 00;3.4.,35,42:::-_,_
22 11-23.11 0110,7.2-03:02

04-1322-02-05-93 043..05625-12'
MHOS 27

28
02-03 09 00-11 19 21-02 DO 17 2i-12-99-1S-1k
0409-0E-12 31 1r-14-05-.02-72-1F-15-18

0C-02 3.9-el1,0425-3,$
f17-2f -02..97 00603

05:01_
04..17-02 01

8-8

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

13-13 00 20 1:1 26-.11-13-07..07622101
04-16-01-06 04-25-17-11 00-16-28-24-09
DD 68-02 21 03 06 24 DD DI 30 01-07

-07 02 OD 10.04 07 17 DU 06 20-04-07-
04..02-11 15 04 OS 19 02 01 18 07-04..05
05-06-06 17 05-06 16-07,14 14-12-09
05-19 1$ 05 01 08-19 04 01-25 0E-02-10

20,13 13-12 19 17,00tf1
03-.18..05 04 11.6,03.6.07.1.31104-0411

07 01 22 21":10 12605te:12-10,-01-.04»04-24
04-02-23 16 00-1305- 01

et 13 14 03 09 02;98-047-05-00-14614
14-05 12 2$ 10 16-05604.12

D2-13-15-11-11 05 n

17-01.00--0216-04
03

'07-11-00...05- 0443

03-12-03-04-1E
.07602-07 04 07 0

-07 O.
06 27
11606

-054-12
14-081.602
144-0A
a ee-19
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Table V-4

WHOLE SCORE INTERCORREUTIONS--HEAD START

(KS range from 03 to 222)

Cu -u1E,oc Es.) tt::

1 2 3 4 5

02
-11-07
-31-1k 44
-07-PS A7 14

DuST IMPS1

6 7 8 9 10 11

54
#9 40 .
33.1h 14

SBI POCL

12 13 14 15 1G

FOOD II W
17 18 10 2r

HES

23 22 23 24 25 2

mos
27 2P

8-BLOCK

29 SO 31 32 33 34

AGE
OCC
ED
U/R

Scores

-2

3

4
5

DUST
6

7
8

9

17 31 11 C7 CI
-01 3 5 13 17-13
08 kl 06-64-04
98 22 07-12-02

8-8 10 -07 22 0640-03 27 50.S8 11 .

PSI 11 00 45 13 0643 5 .0%41 20 41 .

12 -07.05 OP 00 02 aft: % 14 25 17 32
SBI 13 00 01 04-10-37 02711i-P3 07-42 01 36

14 Of 09-1D-16-13 03 021.03-04-02-06-17-01
15 04 27 69 12 12 28.41-hl 10 28 29 02-01-23

POCL
16 -OS 22 If 13 II i3'2k 21 A3 12 24-14 01-20 72 -

FOOU 17 -00 21 04-14-12-07 n7 16-12 00 11 05 17 10-05 OC
NUT 18 -C6-04 07-C4-02 f5 03-04 A1-09 PI 00 24-10-13-0C 61
HT 19 -02 54 12 Of C4 24 V2 28 34 13 21,41-17-41 14 OR 23 01
NT 20 -C2 3:: 05 00-0f 34 lh 15 25-02 13-45-13-PZ 03 12 27 16 75

21 07-1r 05-07-1 11-06-02 01 el (120,-05 15 16 02 0t-/5 12-11-0
22 04 06 22 OP CC 02 no-el 06 07 02 15 A2 Af-04-01 n§ 07 03-03 3A
23 12 08 12-05 11 10 99-1)4 19-10 14 12-02 01 12.0f, 07 00 10 1 24 16

HES 24 00 11 10 10 13 14 21 15 13 21 22 10 10 03 16 11 14 19 02 0 42 40 14
.

25 -14-OR 14 31-1P 43 '05-15 00-01 11 28 20-2h 03 11 12 20-09-0. 41 36 06 V.
26 -P8-03-03 07-0h 11 14 03-12 32 02-11 11/-05 12 or-Of (16-n1-f' -40-41 0A-02 On
27 -01-63 00 GC G1-13-03-16-13 24-11 G4 04 11-A4-e-03-11-45-1f 02-02 06411-0-03MOS 2R -05-02-45-11 Of'-25-31-20 OF-23-11-04 1P-01-41-1c G6 15,42-Or AC 03 08-19 06-16-07
29 -17-07 17 24 02-07 00-03-02 01-P.-12-15-03 06 12 13 00-04 Of 04 01-06 09-07-01 11-12
30 -09-16-02 00-02.-20-17-21-18 12-151L07 02 07-23-1f 04 13-17-1 04-02-10-06 02-10 36 06 06.

8-6
31

"
-03 OA 17 66-Of

'-" "-G3-"-"

13 23 02 04 2*-4E

07 " "-" 1 -.611;

ol 01-02 33 35

321

00-09-04 0 06 03-01 04-92 03-10-16

701-153T4-111

06-03

33 -13 GO 19 11-07 05 14 03-04- :95 g: 1;1111-n : g0 g30:111:gt-g 1191 27

I

34
35

-12-10 19 IS-11-11
05-08-07-30 11-12-21-04

22-01-10 0 -03-18-07-02
07-12-07

15 25
10 14 13-23-31

07 00-14 0
13 06 01 0

04-01-13 06 01-02-16-19
03 OS 13-01-12 00. 20 11

07 OS 71 41 51
23 17-37-25-20-50

ISee key to scores Table V-1.
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WHOLE SCORE INTERCORHEL4TIOWS-TOTALSAMPLE
(Ns range food 364_to.410. -'

SERAGEOC ED ul
1 2 3 4 51

-03
-12 02
-07-04 36
06-20-01 15
10 45 20 0E-141

-02 44 17 C9-2S
14 41 04 o3-211
06 23 09 02-CR
01 40 15 10-13
06 47 17 97-20

-01 12 05 02-12119
OS 00-02-01-00
01-0E-13-14 02

DD4T 8DPSI
6 7 8 9 10 13

1

64
45 01
37 29 25
3P 55 34 19
62 74 45 21 55

23 12 21 16 30
CI 00 09 10 00-06
14-20-12-11-16-19-29-11

SEI POCL
12 13 14 15 IC

4«.

.

24

POOD 11, W
17 18 19. 20.24-22-23

-,.

24 25 16.2720

_.

.

.

HBOS

.-

-8-BLOCK -
22 30 31 32 33 34

.
_

Score

AGE 2

CCC 3
ED 4

U/R 6

6

DDET 7
8

0
8-S 20
PSI II

12
1 SSI 13

24s

15 10 27 OS 13-07 37 4%. 31 23 35 56 19 17-26
16 -t2 22 18 16-04 24 30 18 16 27 24 04 19-20 C5IPOCL

F000 17 -13 06 10 5-0 f 01 OS 0 Int 05 00 07 14-06 09 OP
NUT 18 -12 00 14 13 OOj 06 12 02 94 08 06 10 18-17 07 OA 70
HT 19 -95,50 24 06-0 56 33 39 20 32 35 06 90-11 21 14 17 10
WT 20 -07 33 14 051J 22 23 21 17 18 24 02 01-10 14 1.. 26 20 70

21 .6 01 I -V.7 u> 02 00 15 07 Of 22 16-12 co 11 IC 16-03-05
22 OE 03 12 14-07- 15 23 08 19 22 21 21 00-15 Ot Of 11 12 08 OS 33
23 03 11 07 00 00 14 14 IC 20 07 16 20 04-04 Ot 07 05-02 20 14 24 34

6ES 24 06 04 02 11-01 10 17 11 18 15 15 24 12-12 II 06 10 13 II 04 41 44 37
25 -07 00 13 19-07 17 22 05 16 10 20 20 15-19 13 0 14 22 02 05'4141 25 33
26 -04-04-04-07-02 02 02-05-03-00-011-07 90 01 00-00 00 01 00 0t.13.00-13.02-111

,,, 27
32" 28

00-01 03 00-02
-00-12-08-06 14-29-27-14-09-20-22-16-10

00 07-02-02 13 10 10-04-00 OS 02
13-42-1r

03 02 of. et.
00-47-11-CF

09.05-11 03 07 CO
03-06 02-02-11-05 00

1 9 25 19 1f-17-13-09-02-03-26-C3 05-12 03 03 67 10-04-05 13 03-04 09 01-01 15 05
30 -C4-23-03-03 01L11-14-14-14-02-12-03-04 64-16-er_on 06-09-17 07-07-19'00 02 DO 21 17 07
31 -02 11 12 12 04 17 27 09 15 35 IV 48 00-13 28 26 03 06 07.02 12 13 01 07 05-00 05-09 16 02

6-s
32 -02 04 01 05-04 07 15 13 06 13 04 07 12-03 17 08 03 05 07 04 03 05-05 01 04-02 05-13 05-03 62
33 -03 00 06 14 03105 10 02 00 07 04 07 02 03 12 II 02 04 00-05 01 06 00 00-03-03 05-04 07 03 63 42
34 -07-01 13 15 04 '01 15-03 00 16 01 01 06-13 12 25 04 10-01 0Cp 12 09-08 05 02-09 07-01 19-18 77 44 53
35 05-12-03-05 0s. 07-17 00-04-18-003-08 13-21-32 01-06-03 00,-04-01 08-03-02 05 00 04 02 10-40-21-19-54

1See key to scores-Table V-I.
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FOOTNOTES FOR TAELETV-6 TABiLE

1Ns vary because a missing data intercorrelation computer program
was used to generate the correlation matrix used by the factor
analysis program.

2Principal components factor analysis with unities in the diagonals
followed by a varimax rotation.

3.1mage factor analysis followed by a variLlax rotation.

4SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation Coefficient, calculated by
using all other measures to predict remaining variable.

SSee Table V-1 for key to items.
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v- 6, Wk.r. CCORF rACTCR Ral'ATED rAcTal 1.4=L.GS, ROME START

ScoreS

2 14
2 F4
3 32

00
-38

6 81
7 P4

56
34

10 70
22 E7
22 36
23 -02
24 -44
15 54
1C 31
27 03
28 02
19 46
20 23
21 -09
22 26
23 08
24 02
25 30
26 -03
27 22
28 -53
29 -20
30 -19
32 27
32 09
33 -02
34 02
35 -05

PCT.V 15.

Principal Cr Aponcnts Ana1ysis2 (unities Ln diagonals)
(Ns range from- 163 to 192 )

II III IV V VI VI/ VII/ D:

Image r4m0*is2 (Sei indinctuas)
....ms.range.ftaa.3.63.te.192)_-

x h2 II xv 112. vet
-C4 -04 is

04 01 05
06 -06 00
12 12 -05
05 -08 1$
06 09 06
04 27 -08
08 23 *2
22 42 10
09 07 01
04 05 05
14 49 -0C
08 30 -22
00 -14 16
01 22' -24

-0C -00 -10
-42 05 -84
02 Pa -27
05 OP -47

-08 -03 -23
10 72 -22
01 57 -14
=03 60 23
-44 73 -01
07 Cl -10
04 -OP -05
02 04 -08
03 03
07 04 -07
08 -08 27
78 08 -00
74 11 -10
42 -04 -01
70 . 02 07

-29 -03 02
3 7.5 8.2 5.6

-22
38
06

-05
03
10

26
16
27
18

-22
-04
07

-05
13
11

04

76
74

-04
05

38
03

-12
10
10
24
00

-Ok
03

-01
-43
01

-04
5.

03
-10
-07
-03
-27
-03
-12
00

-22
-14
02

-03
-40
26

-46
-75
-07
-22
-07
-05
-29
01
08

-02
09

13
03

-02
-27
-32

06
-47
75

4 6.3

05 1 0

-11 -03
48 -23
07 -08
38 12
02 -15

-05 -04
-20 -63
17 -28
04 -06

-10 09
-65 25

-04 -22
-33 -20
06 02
30 00

-03 -07
09 04
05 -00

-00 10
04. 15
18 -02

-02 -29
13 -22

- 10 11
-03 -00
18 79

-01 14
64 22

- 13 65
14 00

-04 -05 15
04 00 02
26 22 -13

-02 -03 08
4.8 4.5 3.

-00
-02
-15
-20
-23
05

-08
00
20

-24
-10
32
26

-13
13

-25
-02
02
22
GC

-02
-44
-07
-00
-12
67

-03
-32
24

02
-04

Ten factors accounted for 65.27% of the total variance.

76
-20
-42
-03
37
02
-07
34
04
-02
-06
-20
24
08
34
0$

-04
-13

-10
-95
-42
14
03
-06
03
04
06
-16
16
-12
-03
22
02
-20
ls

7 4.1

64.3
62.6
56.8
S3.1
51.5
71.2
77.4
54.1
53.6
620
83.1
63.1
49.8
49.5
73.1
71.9'
82.7
82.1
84.1
13.2
60..9

62.1.
62.8
57,9
54.4
48.2
70.9
55.1
64.3
$6.8
82.3
70.0
68.5
8242
68.6

06
70
24

-06
-34.
74
79
IS
32
66
84
25

-02

51
35

.07
. 04

65
45

-04
15
22
04
21
01
oe

-36
-29
-17
24
07

-04
01

-11
14.3

-09
04
22
18
15
10
06.

-00
16

10
10
13

-21
20
27

-04
06
05
-04
15
03

-22
-01
01

-07
12
04
17
24
73
SO
$6
82

-54
7.

09
01
03
21

-01
ls
25
15
43
14
10
32
35

-28
31
17
27
21
03
-09
52
44
40
55
48

- 07

-01
-15
10

-19
27
23

-00
06

- 09

7 6.5

25 08.2
-43 49.0
-00 11.1
-07 08.6
02 13.9

.10 60.6
-00 68.7.
00 34.9
01 31.4
01 50..3

06 72.5
-00 21.7
-19 17.9
18 26.2

-16 41.7
-24 28.1
-69 51.2
-64 50.7
-22 47.1
*37 34.4
-10 30.7
-02 26.7
09 22.5

- 02 30.9
05 27.7

- 06 01.3
-10 02.5
05 15.9

-14 14.6
- 01 12.2
-03 69.8
04 27.3
07 31.8

- 07 67.5
22 35.9
4.2

Pour factori accounted for 64.6% of
the common variance.

35.1
57.0
30.0
27.0
30.0
69.1
78.2
47.8
$0.2
62.2
82.9
45.7
38.6
42.9
'68.0
61.8
66.1
67.6
75.2
60.7
41.2
42.1
45.2
41.7
39.5
14.0
32.4
41.2
38.5
33.6
78.9
52.2
47.2
76.4
52.9
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-112 . -no
2- 32 -P4

07 -04
07 17

-32 05
72 -00

"10 75 21
41 -01
3/ 03
54 20

f..11 24 -08
10 -14

-!!,13 -27 03
'14 03 01
Z.,15 36 12
:Je 13 27
17 07

":;11$ 06 10
thi.10 15 -no
!:20 09 -03

OF
42 33 14

02 -04
'."24 08 -OS

25 04 -07
,26 01 -20
27 35 09

;,28" -25 -04
-_29 -46
".30 -31 02
',31 Of 04

. 32 04 76
33 28 82
.34 -22 $0
AS -05 -411

._20141.1 10.1 10.

TABLE V-7, WHOLE SCORE FACTOR AVALYSISI: ROTATED FIXTOR LOADIN6s,

- .

CONTROL GROUI2A

'1
..,..: Ilage Ana4.yeiS3A6Me ifi-dia%Pn41ki''.--Principa1-Components4nalysis2---(unities.4n dim:N.0040

(NO range from 102 to 130 )
III IV V VX VII VIII IN
04 - 2 VI ..10 26

. -07 65 02
-es 10 22 TOR 43
20 07 --11 -09 70

-01 02 01 22 21
OR 23 03 -11 -09
le 21 -02 -23 01

-02 92 -06 -Ot -04
32 20 09 -26 --22
07 22 -23 -24 OR
11 09 -09 -07 24
39 01 05 -1$ 02
25 07 -27 -04 -22

-22 -03 IR 03 -26
01 09 -01 -78 15
.02 07 1-00 -20 02
00 23 -87 -00 -01
AC OE -00 -OS 08
04 28 -05 -04 01
08 79 -14 -OR 14
55 -20 -IS -23 31
66 01 -02 01 -05
69 22 26 -00 -10
68 24 -08 OS -01
76 -09 -18 0 22

-12 -00 02 11 -13
-os -22 -OS -07 00
02 23 OR 42 -08
12 02 -II -25 27
03 -02 -13 06 -04
01 -03 -03 -20 07
05 04 -05 -20 01
-07 -07 -01 OR 05
-P3 -03 -OR -11 03
02 o2 08 24 34

2 7.6 7.2 5.5 6.7 4.

77 22
-08 -27 -16 08

-60 24
05 -04
36 -02
04 As

-13 13
27 -09

-03 -05
- la 15
07 -06
11 -12
29 .20

-OR -02
04 -01
-21 03
-22 -07
01 02
04 02

-OS -13
-03 24
OS -21

- OE -23
26 25

- 29 05

-06 01
03 70
06 55
23 26

-03 34
-04 01

-21 -10
13 -04
03 2$
06 -20

5 4.3 4.

Tvelve factors accounted for 71.7% of the total varianCe.
-~

aisriaiv-711011112-terpiati-47-h2 .ii
-oc -05
- 22 . 26
02 -06

-23 01
10 15

-A2 05
15 04

-35 -IS
- A, -46
-22 22
-00 41
-13 36

1,4

-04 -04
-01 -02
-23 -01'
-00 -00
01 -01
01 -07
13' -03

-26 -22
10 -04

-34 -07
-12 _06

25 -09
79 -02
12 45

- 11 -23
22 '11

-01 -65
.04 04

-OF -00
-05 ,-05

02 12

-01 -57
1 3.2 3.,

-21 70.0 -Or -.03 le -07 . 06 03.6 32:0

-00 , 72.0
.22 70.5
-10 71.5
56 64.4.
.13 67.5
-06. MO'
.06, 66.6'
-21 '42,5-
20 64.1.

01%, $2.2
"60.0.

-22 .01:4
77 72.5
01 77:6,

-03- 76.4.
-0g .814-
- 08 844-
00 80.1

.02 , 73.3"
-16 SSA

-.15 45.3'
,00 74.5
- 03 65.8
.02 70.5
03, 71.3
.06 70.3
12 42.7

.04 65.6
21 67.5
02 91.7
07 63.8
02 73.8
.07 87.5
04 74.1
4.2

28 ,0; 62- 08. . 58.0
..00.- .40,"

14 18 25 / 42
-36 06 -rll
61 .44 **-28, .16,- 27 .1 664

%163, 20 :16 01- '. 544

12 53: "61 .

-05- .36 24
-47 '27.: . 00
64 *01. ' _22 28 06 54 3"

28* .: -13 -14:P22.1,
:.02, 67. . 0.2 -At- -40 :18*'()7.-

*As -20 08:
18 06 4:15_

Aqi 25, -02 -105.

06- -.21 36.6 . 6204.
.43 ' 10 04 27 .55

'OS

OS
-01
13
01

-03
11
-04
23
-38
-22
-40
10
03
04
-03
-26

8.3

,
-04 04 74
-01 08 67
11 50 -.17

05 53 08
-05 56 20
-03 SS 14
-11 55 -11
-23 -20 -06,
IS 01 -12

-01 06 04
35 02 -23
02 05 -07
91 02 -03
70 OS 06
80 03 01

8$ -04 -00
-42 22 04

9.9 6.0 6.8

.22. 57.1
-19 -489',:65.4
-31 .:39.0

-05 34.2., .

05 3s.,
.4,9. 34.7
-31 43.2 61.0.":1

07 10.1 29.8.
-01 08.7 36.6..-
22 10.8 41.0

-44 37.6 51.5
-26 19.0 62.2-
-07 64.2 92.6_
-05 40 a 64.2
20 6...0 76.9',

.24 80.3 90.6
18 34.0 69.2
5.1

rive factors accounted for 64.2% of
the COMM= variance.
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sALLL v-4, 6AOLE SCORE FACTOR ANALYSIS1: ROTATED rAcc:w. LinsIzs, HEAD START

I

1 13

2 43

4 07
- 1

-6 69
.7 P6
1 FR

. 9 21
IO 65

:. 11. 24

-.12 25
-13 -09

14 04
15 35
15 17
27 03
10 -02
29 20

20 04
21 -07
22 01

. 23- 03
24 2$
25 -04
26 10
27 -07
22 -27
24 -05
30 -12
SI 14

32 OS

33 -03
34 02

35 -25
EcT.Nr10.1

Principal Components AnaIysis2 (unities in diagonals)
--081--range from .93-to-112-1-- - -

III 117 V VI VII VIII IX X XI Xli
OR

-01
-24
-05
17

-02
-16
-01
02
-20
05

-02
-OF
-19
-21
-27
-06
07
07

-CI
10

-08
04
00
15

Oh
08
10
03
-Ot
-87
-$3
-79
-PO
39
8.5

22
-05
14
1.1

-20
05
64
-04
05
04
02
04
11
21
05
10
111

07
-05
-03
82
72
2P
F2
50
-07
02

-17
04

-03
-01
-25
Oh
OL

-02
6. 0

-21
02
00

-14
-02
-16
09
n0

-AI
-07
10

24
-04
-12
OI
22
25
00
17
16

-05
02

15
15
03
-16
24
13

10
-01

-Oh
14
or
5.3

-22
00

-10

-07
-24
01

-15
-17
42

-04
10
02
la

-03
-03
07

-05
-16
OC

-03
02

-02

.01
-04
10
$9

-02
-01
OS

-05
19
4.7

-511=-01
-20 01
56 -00
01 08

29 OE
-05 -06
20 06
-II -06
-12 -33
II -03
04 -1.0

17 -77
-17 -72
-40 24
-03 -01
03 05
-II -04
AP -24
09 AC
At 09

-la 04
15 -13

-13 -OS
07 +02
38 -25
20 02

-04 .09
-02 -06
20 18
OR -01
03 OI

-24 -10
11 -15
18 23

.-31

5.9 4.9

Ah
-10
25
04
12
03

-.05

12
17
OS

-10
-.07

OE
20
02
24
-AO
03
02
OP
+04
OR
17

-37
-01
23
24
76
-01
03
OR

-09
.-03

49
3.9

-04
14

-05
05
04
03
00
15
02
07
08

-06
OS

-52
78
81

-04
-06
02

-02
11

-20
13

21
OG
04

-22
14

-19
14..

OI
10

-28
5.7

on
-62
-05
OI
11

-20
-07
-18
-37
-00
-07
04
11

-04
-AP
-AF
-27
01

-91
-83"
OF

-13
02
OR
07
01
02
06
16
.03 ..-05
-12
-02
14

-06
6. P.

-27
03
-10
11

-CI
08
09
04
-33

' 02
-08
-18
17
22
15
02
-00
OS

-00
-12
-04
02

-09
00
-06
22
os

-28
-10
-14

03
14

-IS
25
3.4

02
00
21
02
59
IO

-01
-20
15

-20
13
07
-10
13
09

12
-01
-91
OS

-02
-00
15

ER
09

-20
-04
10
30

-06
-12
-04
-36
20

-19
25
4.2

Twelve factors accounted for 70% of the total variance.
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-u
Image Analysis3 (Siein diagonals)

I(NO range from 93 to 112 )
T

,.,.

1.-. -1.1.- ---1.1r---17- V- 112--SnC---77

49.11 21 10
67.8 45 02
54.9 07 -14
72.3 OS -04
54.7 -03 20
63.1 .05 04
82.2 75 -15
50.1 59 -02
53.9 22 07
07.7 50 -18
79.0 74 04
75.2 22 06
68.9 -04 -07
68.5 ',04 -01
84.2 58 -20
78.8 38 -29
00.5 -13 -09
76.9 -20 -04
89.7 24
78.5 04 02
77.8f-05 00
63.3 00 03
62.4 22 12
53.2 21 -02
77.9 OI -03
73.3 13 -01
73.6 01 13
56.4 -36 19
72.5 -06 -07
62.3 -24 -03
82.3 19 -81
67.1 13 -64
73.8 06 -65
83.3 03 +82
73.4 25 44

9.9 7.9

- 07

-4)3

28
07

02
24
QI
12
10
26
36
35

-02
-02
04

45
46

- 09

-05
53
46
24
47
58

- 07

03
08
03
21

-OS
+.26

OS
+00
13
5.9

52
09
+06

1.9

24
22
35
+07
25

+07
- 09

-02
02
07.

44
25
74
78

-06
01

03
-09
-07
-24
02

-19..
01
06

-02
-03
- 00

6.0

113 06.2
13 49.2

-30 19.5
-56 33.4
-27 12,6
03 46.5

-OS 62.9
04 39.8
05 18.9
12 37.7
09 64.6
08 19.4
22 28.4
35 22.3
-29 48.9
-43 42.4
/7 44.8

IS 33.8
-02 62.7
-08 62.3
.07 29.3
- 14 23.0
-04 09.7
-23 28.2
- 24- 39.8

03.2
12 08.7
16 19.2

-13 02.6
12 21.9

-10 69.7
19 53.7

- 06 42.9
-12 69.4
25 29.2
4.0

Five factors accounted for 58.0% of
the common variance.

31.5
65.7
40.9
$4.3
40.7
66.7-
84.0 -
57:7
43.2
65.6
80.8

42.7
40.3 ,

76.7
69.3
6$.0 -

62.8 .

79.3
70.5 --
62.0
45.5
41.5
49.1.
63.6
23.2
45.5
504
44.2
41.6
86.6
67.5
69.0
82.4
58.0
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Scores

TALLE V-9, VINOL: ECOO YACtna ,WIL7SLSI: ROTA= FACTOR LOADINGS, TOTAL SAMPLE

Principal ConTxxxnts-Analysie- (vnities-in.diagcmals)

(Nsl range from 364 to 434 )
ii III IV V Vi VII VIII

1 23 -03 09 -24 -03 .-33 55 -06
2 71 -01 -Or OE -II -IC :20 -06
3 14 04 OS 10 -07 70 -05 -05
4 00 09 12 05 -13 72 23 -04
5 -20 (13 -09 -06 04 24 55 -03
6 74 03 10 -06 -20 13 -05 -15

'7 7) 15 IF -01 -27 15 -25 (10

8 6C 02 06 03 -04 -10 27
9 39 03 31 06 -10 -08 10 -23
10 F2 18 24 -05 -19 11 -11 22
11 78 02 IS -07 -na 14 -20 OE
12 27 02 50 02 -IC =09 -18 07
13 -14 07 26 27 -41 -33 03 -16
14 -12 04 -20 -10 46 -27 -00 -14
15 43 21 OS 01 -62 01 13 -ni
16 23 12 -00 01 -77 11 91 -05
17 02 03 24 83 -03 04 -04 -01
18 -03 07 17 79 =10 24 -93 09
19 68 -04 -05 38 02 01 04 .427

20 49 -07 -as 51 OP 04 03 -35
21 -33 05 61 08 -IC -04 02 14
22 25 09 rE 01 07 17 04 -04
23 21 -08 SE -04 11 -01 Ot -29
24 10 01 09 04 -03 -01 22 02
25 OS -04 C6 11 -08 22 -17 07
26 00 -05 -20 13 22 -03 -04 02
27 22 02 OF -OC -05 -01 Ot 75
28 -25 -06 -61 -07 23 -04 _00 22
29 -21 22 OF 16 -17 16 54 30
30 -27 06 00 OS 11 -07 -02 66
31 17 89 08 -01 -18 OF 02 05
32 21 75 02 01 02 -11 04 -05
33 03 79 06 '"01 OS 02 05 -01
34 -OF Pi C2 02 -24 13 -06 17
35 0: -4« 05 07 49 -03 29 06

PCT.V 12.9 8.5 8.3 5.7 6,1 4,6 1.9 4.3 4.0

IX hZ

20 54.4
-22 63.8
-02 54.2
03 61.7

-26 44.1
66.2

ii

-09 33.8
01 54.8
29 74.8
22 40.1
15 49.0

-09 33.6
20 71.9

-15 70.2
09 72.5
17 73.4

-37 76.3
-7.6 64.8
-11 56.0
-02 52.6
-32 58.3
-12 52.1
14 55.8
40 23.9
07 59.4

-54 49.5
-04 52.2
-13 49.8
-05 86.3
12 61.0
06 63.7

-16 40.6
23 58.3

Nine factors accounted for 18,48 of the total variance.

Image IJC& (.12e4 in diagonals)

(Nal range *froa364 wadi')
II III IV 112 SMC

07 -OS 04 -.21

64 02 -09 14

14 12 13 27

03 15 21

-23 04 -04 01

70 06 12 -02
72 18 20 01

55 00 05 05

35 04 22 06
56 25 IC 03

74 '07 16 .01

22 00 , 39 -05
-01 OP 24 10

-18 -13 -26 -09
50 28 20 -00
34 32 16 04

02 -00 23 59

-CI 06 24 56
36 -04 -06 41

40 -04 -07 32

-08 07 54 06

14 03 50 04
20 -12 35 01

10 -01 SO 04

12 -03 54 05

01 -08 -12 OI
02 06 09 -02

-31 -09 -20 01

-23 20 13 12

-25 09 00 07

14 82 12 03

07 SF 02 04

-02 63 01 02
-06 $2 OF 07
_00 .52 -03 -03

11.6 7.9 5.7 3.6

05.4
43.4
08.3
07.8
05.8
51.3
59.4
31.1
17.8
40.1
58.2
20.3
07.5

.. 12.3
36.5
24.8
.39.9
39.2
48.6
41.3
30.1
2771
17.9
26.7
31.3
02.0
01.2
11.5
12.6
07.7
71.0
34.1
39.2
67.0
26.4

17.2
--50.6
24.2
27.0
18.2
58.9
69.2
36.3
27.9
50.6
69.2
32.9
21-6
22.3
63.0
55.1
55.5
57.0
67.5
55.8
36.9
34.6
34.3
33.6
37.5
09.4
16.7
29.0
23.8
25.1
41.0
46.9
4$.3
76.0
43.8

Pour factors 'accounted for'69.0% of
the common variance.
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Table VI-1.
.... ...Pr.. -/. -nrawrirarg, ....-

SEVEN MONTH HOME START CHILD OUTCOMES: HOME STARf TO CONTRoL

Analysis of covariance for spring. 1974 Scores,
using pretest as the covariiie

(Six summitive sites included)

N

Home Start
Adj.

spring sPrin;
Mean Mean N

Control
Mj.

Spring Spring
Man Mean 162

School Readiness
Preschool Inventory 140 15.3 15.6 85 13.5 13.0 19.3 e.05 .08

DDST Language 163 29.6 29.5 109 28.7 28.8 4.1 <.05 .01

f, 8-Block. Child Score 154 4.4 4.3 99 3.8 3.9 3.7 NS .01
8-Block Child Talk . 167 2.0 2.0 115 .4 1.4 10.5 <.05 .03

Social-RnotionalDevelowent
SBX Task Orientation 191 24.4 24.3 126 22.9 23.0 6.5 <.05 .02

sEa Extra-Introversion 190 23.7 23.7 127 23.5 23.5 <1 NS .00

SBI Hostility Tolerance 189 18.7 18.6 128 19.5 19.6 3.0 NS .01

pca, Itst Orientation 184 24.0 24.1 124 24.5 24.3 <1 NS .00

POCL Sociability 188 17.7 17.6 124 18.3 18.4 1.7 NS .00

DDST' Personal-Social 180 11.0 11.0 122 11.1 11.1 <1 NS .00

Thysical Develop:eat
Height (inches) 187 41.0 41.1 125 41.0 40.9 1.3 NS .00

Weight (pounds) 188 36 9 37.0 126 36.5 36.3 4.6 <.05 .01

DDST Gross Motor 144 11.8 11.8 100 11.9 11.8 <1 NS .00

DDST Fine Motor 175 12.2 12.2 119 12.3 12.2 <1 NS .00

Nutritiori

Milk Group 192 1.3 1.3 130 1.1 1.1 5.7 <.05 .01

Meat Group 192 1.3 1.3 130 1.2 1.2 5.7 <.05 .01

Egg Group 192 .24 .25 130 .23 .23 <1 NS .00

AF-Vegetatees 192 .09 .09 130 .10 .10 <1 115 .00

Citrus Fruits 192 .20 .20 130 .22 22 <1 NS .00

Other Vegetables 192 1.5 1.5 130 1.6 1.6 <1 NS .00

Breads & Cereals 192 3.3 3.3 130 3.3 3.3 <1 NS .00

NUtrition Total 192 8.0 8.0 130 7.8 7.8 <1 NS .00

Vitamins 175 .34 .33 128 .26 .26 1.7 NS .00

Helical Care
Immunization Total_ 192 8.6 8.6 126 8.4 8.4 1.7 NS .00

Months Since Doctor Visit 1 188 4.6 121 6.4 6.3 <.05 .02

Checkup/Soffetning Wong 180 .49 125 .22 .22 24.8 .07

Been to Dentist1 192 .88 123 .17 303. <.05 .49

lAnalysis of variance on post scores.
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Table V1-2

SEVEN MONTH HOME START MOTHER OUTCOMES: HOME START TO CONTROL

Analysis of covarience_for_swing_4974_scores,_____
using pretest as the covariate

(Six summative sites included)

N

Home Start
Adj.

SPring SPririg
Mean Mean N

Contro
Adj.

Spring Spring
Mean Meat F z

Mother/Child Relationship
H/S HES Motner Involvement 184 10.7 .10.6- 120 9.9 10.0 6.6 <.05 .02

H/S HES Household Tasks 189 3.7 3.6 130 3.0 3.0 16.6 <.05 .05

MBOS Supportive 172 7.9 7.8 119 7.4 7.5 1.8 NS .00

MBOS Punitive 174 5.4 5.4 122 5.3 5.3 <1 VS .00

Mother as Teadher
H/S HES Mother Teaches 175 3.7 3.7 125 3.1 3.2 7.8 <.05 .02
8-Block Request Talk 167 .55 .57 115 .46 .45 1.8 NS .00
8-Block Diagnostic 165 .91 .89 112 .57 .59 9.0 <.05 .03

8-Block Talk About 167 1.39 1.37 115 .94 ;96 12.6 <.05 .04

8-Blcck Interactions/min. 157 7.76 7.67 102 6.18 6.31 7.1 <.05 .02
8-Block Mean Length String 160 4.7 4.7 106 5.0 5.0 <1 NS .00

8-Block Feedback 166 1.4 1.4 113 1.2 1.2 2.1 NS .00

Home Materials for Child
H/S HES Books 191 4.2 4.2 129 3.8 3.8 10.2 <.05 .03
H/S HES Playthings 191 3.9 3.8 130 2.7 2.8 34.1 .05 .09

Use of Conmunity Resources
Meltare department 185 .39 .38 120 .32 .35 <1 NS .01:.

Food Stamps Program 182 .43 .42 117 .38 .40 <1 NS .00

Medicaid 184 .27 .25 120 .20 .23 <1 NS .00

FOod commodities 179 .04 .04 120 .03 .03 <I. NS .00

Local hospital 174 .60 .60 109 .48 .48 3.68 NS .01

Public health clinic 177 .62 .61 115 .61 .62 <1 NS .00

Mental health clinic 189 .07 .04 125 .04 .05 <1 NS .00

Family counseling agencies 187 .02 .01 125 .01 .01 <I. NS .00

Planned Parenthood 186 .24 .23 113 .18 .19 <1 VS .00

Day care program 188 .04 .04 124 .02 .03 <1 NS .00

Recreational programs 191 .10 .10 124 .06 .06 1.26 NS .00

Legal aid program 187 .05 .05 122 .01 .01 3.18 NS .01

Housing authority 189 .19 .19 120 .11 .12 6.07 <.05 .00

State Employment office 177 .07 .07 119 .03 .03 2.10 NS .00

Job training programs 189 .05 .05 124 .01 .01 3.14 NS .01

Organization Taal 167 5.8 5.8 115 5.5 5.6 6.9 (.05 .02
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Table VI-13

SEVEN MONTH HOME START CHILD OUTCOMES: HOME START TO HEAD START

Analysis of covariance for spring 1974 scores,
using pretest as the covariate

(four summative sites included)

School Pealiness
Preschool friversbory

DDST Language
8-Block Child Score
8-Block Child Telk

Sccial-EMotional Development
SBI Task Orientation
SBI Extra-Intxoversim
SBI Hoetilitylblerence
POCL Test Orientation
POCL Scciabllity
DC6T Personal-Social

Physical Develogrent
Re.Wht (inches)
Weight (pounds)
DDST Gross 14,tor

MST Pine Motor

Mtrition
Mdlk Group
Mat Group
Egg Group
ArVegetables
Citrus Fruits
Other Vegetables
Breads & Cereals
Mrtrition Tbtal
Vitamins

Medical Care
=ffmunization Ibtal
Months Since Docbor Visit 1
Checkup/Sanething Wrong
Been to Dentist'

Home Start
Adj.

Spring ppring
Man Man

97 17.2 17.1
112 30.3 29.9
110 4.7 4.6
111 2.2 2.2

132 24.8 24.9
131 23.7 23.9
130 18.7 18.7
125 24.6 24.5
128 18.4 18.4
120 11.1 11.2

128 41.6 41.5
129 37.7 38.3
105 12.1 12.1
120 12.6 12.5

132 1.3 1.4
132 1.3 1.3
132 .27 .27

132 .08 .08

132 .20 .20

132 1.5 1.5
132 3.2 3.2

132 8.0 8.0
117 .37 .40

132 8.6 8.6
130 5.4
124 .49 .52
132 .93

'Analysis of variance on post scores.

3 +0

Head Start
Adj.

ppring Spring
Mean Mean w2

90 15.3 15.3 7.4 <.05 .03 HMS>HDS-
=.;

96 29.6 29.9 <1 NS .01

85 4.4 4.5 <1 NS .01
102 1.8 1.8 2.9 NS .00

110 24.2 24.1 1.9 NS .00

110 23.5 23.3 1.6 NS .00

111 19.2 19.2 <1 NS .00

110 24.7 24.7 <1 NS .00

111 18.4 18.5 <1 NS .00

102 11.1 11.1 <1 NS' .00

110 41.3 41.4 <1 NS .00

110 38.5 37.8 2.1 NS .01

87 12.1 12.0 <1 NS .01

107 12.7 12.8 2.7 NS .01

112 1.7 1.7 9.6 <.05 .03 illS<HDS

112 1.3 1.3 2.0 VS .00

112 .17 .17 6.9 <.05 .02 HKS>HDS,

112 .13 .13 2.7 NS .01

112 .56 .55 37.9 <.05 .13 114S<HDS

112 2.1 2.1 20.8 <.05 .08 illS<HD6

112 3.3 3.3 <1 NS .00

112 9.3 9.3 22.8 <.05 .08 /14S<IDS

110 .46 .43 <1 NS .00

112 9.0 8.9 8.3 <.05 .03 HMS<MDS
110 3.8 5.4 <.05 .02 HMS>HDS
112 .38 .35 6.7 <.05 .02 MMS<MDS.
112 .87 3.0 NS .00



Table V1-4

StVEN MONTH HOME START MOTHER OUTCOMES: HOME START TO HEAD START

Analysis of covariance for spring 1974 scores,
using pretest as the covariate

(Four summative sites inclhded)

A
N

,lebther/Child Relationship
HFS Mother Involvement

H/S HES Household Tasks
Supportive

b2113S Plmitive

ther as
g(s HES

-8-Elock
.8 -Block

1 -Block

,8-Blodk
8-Hlock

Teacher.

Mother Teaches
Vgiguest Talk
Diagnostic
Talk About
Interactions/min.
Mean Length String
Feedback

1,:ikas Materials for Child

H/S'HES-Eooks
H/S HES Playthings

Use of Calamity resources
Welfare department
FOod Stamps Program
Medicaid
Food commodities
Local hospital
.Public Health clinic
Mental health clinic
Fanily counseling agencies
Planned Parenthood
Day care program
.Recreational programs
Legal aid program
Housing authority
State Employment office
Job training programs

Or4anizaiion Total

N

Hate Start

sPring SPring
Mean Mean N

Head Start
Adj.

Spring Spring
Mean Mean

127 10.6 10.7 109 10.3 10.2
130 3.6 3.6 115 3.4 3.4
116 7.8 7.8 86 7.3 7.3
117 5.5 5.5 87 5:1 5.1

121 3.9 4.0 104 3.6 3.5
111 .56 .56 102 .58 .59
111 .91 .89 102 .87 .89
111 1.15 1.15 102 1.16 1.15
103 7.79 7.54 89 7.03 7.33
105 4.5 4.8 91 5.2 4.9
110 1.3 1.3 100 1.4 1.4

111 4.3 4.4 112 4.6 4.4
131 3.8 3.9 112 3.7 3.6

126 .21 .21 110 .29 .28

125 .38 .39 112 .36 .35

125 .14 .17 110 .26 .23

120 .00 .00 111 .02 .02

120 .61 .61 108 .57 .57

121 .64 .64 109 :60 .59

129 .05 .05 112 .03 .03

129 .00 110 .02

127 .25 .25 108 .22 .22

129 .03 .11 109 .63 .54

131 .08 .09 112 .15 .14

128 .02 .02 110 .01 .01

131 .11 .16 111 .20 .14

121 .10 .10 110 .10 .10

129 .05 .06 112 .05 .05

114 5.8 6.1 105 6.2 6.0

3.2 NS .01

3.8 NS .01

3.5 NS .01

2.7 NS .01

6.7 <.05 .03

<1 NS .00

<1 NS .00

<1 NS :00

<1 NE .00
<1 NS .00

- <1 NS .00

<1 NS .00

3.4 NS .01

2.89 NS .0c

<1 NS .00
2.10 NS .00

2.16 NS .01

<1 NS .00
<1 NS .00

1.19 Ns . .00

2.17 Ns .01

<1 NS .00

73.82 <.05 .24 HMS<HDS

1.48 NS .00

<1 NS .00

<1 NS .00

<1 NS .00

<1 NS .00

<1 NS .00


